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Current Topics. 


Antedating Receiving Orders. 


Tae DivistonaL Court (PHittimore and Bray, J.J.) have 
rejected in Re Teale (Times, 8th inst.) the contention that the 
practice of antedating receiving orders made on appeal invalidates 
dealings with the bankrupt after the fictitious date. In that 
case a receiving order was refused by the registrar on the 22nd 
of July, 1910, and, on appeal, was made by the Divisional Court 
on the 10th of October, 1910, with a direction that the order 
should be dated the 22nd of July. The debtor was subsequently 
adjudicated bankrupt. Between the 22nd of July and the actual 
making of the receiving order the debtor paid into his banking 
account a sum of £210 and drew out £350. The bank had no 
notice of his position till they received a notice of a meeting of 
creditors in the following November, but the trustee in bankruptcy 
claimed that they should y to him the £210 paid in by the 
debtor after the nominal date of the receiving order. On the 
language of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the claim was, perhaps, 
correct. Section 49 protects bond fide transactions with the 
bankrupt, but the transaction must take place before the date of 
the receiving order, so that if this date was the 22nd of July, 
the bank was outside the section. And under sections 44 and 
54 the trustee takes all property belonging to the bankrupt at 
the commencement of the bankruptcy, or between that time and 
adjudication. Consequently, on the same supposition, the bank 
were liable to refund the £210. Such a result, however, would 
obviously be absurd, and the court avoided it by holding that, 
while the practice of antedating the receiving order was correct 
so far as regarded the debtor himself, it could not affect the rights 
of third parties who, in fact, had no notice. Probably, however, 
the better course would be to recognize that for all purposes the 
receiving order should bear the actual date on which it is made. 
This would avoid the possible inconvenience of treating it as 
bearing different dates for different purposes. 
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Agreements Within the Statute of Frauds. 


AN INTERESTING point on section 4 of the Statute of Frauds 
was taken incidentally before Mr. Justice PHILLIMORE in Curtis 
v. B. V. R. T. Co, (Limited) (28 T. L. R. 353). The plaintiff, 
while serving the defendants in one capacity, received a letter 
from them which offered him a new engagement in a different 
capacity for seven years, and which concluded with the words 
“ acceptance of the above will oblige.” The plaintiff wrote in 
reply and accepted the offered terms in their entirety, but added 
that he would start “as from now” in his new employment. 
No date for the commencement of his new duties had been 
fixed in the offer, and no objection was taken at the time to the 
terms in which he accepted. So far, there would appear to be 
such offer and acceptance as are required in law to substantiate 
the formation of a valid contract. But the agreement was for the 
fixed period of seven years, and therefore comes within the terms 
of section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, which provides (inter alia) 
that no action shall be brought “whereby to charge any person 
upon any agreement that is not to be performed within the 
space of one year from the making thereof,” unless the azree- 
ment sued upon, or some memorandum or note thereof, is in 
writing and signed by the party to be charged therewith. The 
defendants accordingly set up the defence, when sued under this 
agreement, that it must be evidenced by writing signed by them. 
To the contention that the letter was such evidence they replied 
by arguing that, in accordance with Marshall v. Berridge (1881, 
19 ©. D. 233), the memorandum in writing must indicate a 
definite date at which the agreement was to commence. In the 
case relied on, of course, the agreement in question was an 
executory agreement for a lease and was invalid because it 
did not state expressly, or indicate inferentially, the day 
on which the term commences. But in the present case the 
plaintiff was already in the defendants’ employment when he 
received the offer, and therefore there is a presumption that the 
offer was to be taken as a continuance of his present employment, 
commencing when he gave up his present duties. ‘his view 
led Mr. Justice PHILLIMORE to distinguish Marshall v. Berridge 
and to affirm the validity of the agreement 


County Court Jurisdiction in Admiralty. 


THE RECENT case of The Upcerne (28 T. L. R. 370) reminds 
the practitioner of the fact that wide Admiralty jurisdiction 
is given to certa'n county courts under the County Courts 
Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, 1868, s. 3, and 1869,s.4. But, 
curiously enough, there is one strange limitation placed by the 
judicial interpretation of those statutes upon the jurisdiction of 
the county court which does not exist in the case of the Admiralty 
Division of the High Court. By section 6 of the Admiralty 
Court Act, 1840, the latter court has jurisdiction in all claims for 
damage received by a ship, and by section 7 of the Admiralty 
Court Act, 1861, it has jurisdiction in all claims for damage done 
by a ship. The result is that in the Admiralty Division a 
collision between a ship and a pier or other fixed object is within 
the jurisdiction of the court. This is not so in the county court. 
Section 3 of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, 
gives to the county court jurisdiction as to any claim for damage 
by “ collision” up to the limit of £300 ; and section 4 of the later 
Act of 1869 extends the jurisdiction to all claims for damage to 
ships, whether by “ collision or otherwise,” within the same limit 
of amount. It follows that, when damage is suffered by ships, the 
county court has no jurisdict’‘on unless the damage was cauzed 
by “collision.” Now, “collision” is in Admiralty matters a 
term of art, and it has been long held that it only applies to 
collision between two or more ships: Everard v. Kendall (L. R. 
5 C. P. 428). Therefore, it does not extend to a collision 
between a ship and something on shore (Robson v. Owners of 
Kate, 21 Q. B. D. 13), such as a pier (The Normandy, 1904, P. 187), 
or a gas-float (Wells v. Gas Float Whitton No. 2, 1897, A. C. 337). 
In The Upcerne, the Admiralty Court has just affirmed this line 
of decisions, and extended it to the case of a floating-buoy. 
There seems no reason for this difference between the jurisdic- 
tions of the High Court and the county court, and an amend- 
ment of the law on the point might well be inserted in Lord 
LOREBURN’S County Court Bill, 


Negligence in Respect of Aerodomes. 


THE UNIVERSAL uncertainty as to the precise limits of the law 
of negligence, which has been created by a series of decisions in 
recent years, most of which have been noted in these columns, 
suliatly led to the initiation of the unsuccessful action of Raw- 
linson v. Bournemouth Centenary Fétes Committee (Times, May 8th). 
The plaintiff was an aviator who took in an aerial exhibition 
or contest held in an aerodome occupied and controlled by the 
defendants. While alighting from his flight, the plaintiff suffered 
injury to his person and serious damage to his machine through 
a mishap which he attributed to the suftness of the ground upon 
whichhe descended. This he alleged to be a “trap” or “concealed 
danger,” which the defendants ought either to have obviated, or, 
at any rate, notified to him when he entered the aerodome and 
proceeded to fly, The leading case on the point is, of course, 
Indermaur v. Dames (1866, L. R. 1 C. P. 274). There a gas-fitter 
entered the defendants’ premises to test some burners, and while 
so engaged, fell through an unfenced shaft which was used in 
working hours to raise and lower bags of sugar. The court laid 
down the rule, that in the case of an “ invitee ”—i.¢., a person law- 
fully on premises at the invitation of the occupier for purposes of 
business,—there is a duty on the part of the occup-erjthat he “ shall 
on his part use reasonable care to prevent damage from unusual 
danger, which he knows or ought to know”; and they further 
explained the rule to the effect “that there was no absolute duty 
to prevent danger, but only a duty to make the place as little dan- 
gerous as such a place would reasonably be, having regard to the 
contrivances necessarily used in carrying on the business ” (¢id., at 
p. 288). This duty to take reasonable steps to prevent danger to 
invitees has been interpreted chiefly in a series of cases between 
railway companies an —— descending from trains upon 
an insecure platform. The upshot of the cases would seem to be 
that a jury has practically unfettered discretion as to what is a 
“ concealed danger,” and had the jury decided for the plaintiff in 
the Bournemouth case we do not think that the Cuurt of Appeal 
would have interfered with their verdict. Since, however, they 
in fact found that the defendants had put the ground in proper 
form for an aviation meeting, the question of law did not require 
to be decided. 


Sale by Executor Reserving Minerals. 


AN ATTEMPT, which fortunately failed, was made in Re Caven- 
dish and Arnold’s Contract (ante, p. 468), to restrict the power of 
an executor to sell land under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, 
with a reservation of minerals. The doubt as to the power of 
trustees to sell a part of a specified parcel of land was raised by 
Cholmeley v. Paxton (3 Bing. 207 ; 10 B & C., 564), where it was 
held that the land could not be sold without the timber, and 
it was extended to minerals by Buckley v. Howell (29 Beav. 546). 
But, in principle, there is nothing in the objection (see Re Glad- 
stone, 1900, 2 Ch. 101), and the Legislature interposed by the 
Confirmation of Sales Act, 1862, to enable sales to be made by 
a trustee or “other person” of the surface and minerals separ- 
ately, though it perpetuated the inconvenience of Buckley v. 
Howell by requiring the sanction of the court. The words “‘ other 

rson” include a mortgagee, but when the Confirmation of 
Sales Act was re-enacted by section 44 of the Trustee Act, 1893, 
the words were omitted, and had to be restored by the Trustee 
Act, 1893, Amendment Act, 1894. Thus, a mortgagee can 
sell the surface or minerals separately, and the Conveyancing 
Act, 1911, s. 4 (4), has abolished in his case the necessity 
of obtaining the consent of the court. In Re Cavendish 
and Arnold's Contract (supra), it was argued that an executor 
selling land under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, was within 
Buckley v. Howell (supra), so as to make it essential for him to 
apply to the court if he wished to reserve the minerals. 
NEVILLE, J., met this by pointing oat that the power of an 
executor to sell was paramount to any trust for sale contained in 
the will, and that the phrase “other person ” in the statute does 
not refer to him. But it may be doubted whether this is the 
correct answer. If Buckley v. Howell is good law, an executor 
selling under his power as personal representative would seem to 
be ss much within it as a trustee for sale; but, in fact, Me 
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immediate facts of the case. An executor, therefore, sells free 
from any disability imposed by Buckley v. Howell, and he does 
not require the assistance of the Trustee Acts. This, it is 
submitted, is why the phrase “other person” need not be 
extended to executors. : 


Public Auditors under the National Insurance Act. 


By sEcTION 35 of the National Insurance Act, 1911, it is 
provided that every oy Sg society, and every branch of an 
approved society, must keep its books and accounts under the 
Act separate from all other books and accounts of the society or 
branch, and in such form as may be prescribed by the Insurance 
Commissioners, and, when required, submit them to audit by 
auditors to be appointed by the Treasury. At present the 
accounts of a friendly society are usually audited by auditors 
appointed by the society under its rules (Friendly Societies Act, 
1896, s. 26), and if the rules do not provide for the appointment 
of auditors, the accounts must be audited by a public auditor 
appointed by the Treasury. Auditors for this purpose are 
appointed in accordance with conditions prescribed by the 

reasury, but the Council of the Society of Incorporated 
Accountants and Auditors, in their report recently issued, 
are apprehensive that the further extension of official auditing 
under the National Insurance Act may iead to the employ 
ment of civil servants to do this work. They have accord- 
ingly requested the Treasury, in dealing with appointments 
under section 35, not to overlook the claims of professional 
accountants ; and they have represented that the appointment 
of civil servants to undertake duties hitherto performed by pro- 
fessional accountants would entail considerable hardship on those 
who have made this class of business their particular study, and 
would be detrimental to the interests of a large number of 
qualified accountants throughout the country. We can only 
hope that this appeal will not be disregarded. Every new step 
in social legislation means the appointment of new officials, and 
it is desirable that the work should be done by properly quali- 
fied professional men chosen in an open and intelligible manner, 
rather than be absorbed into the routine work of the civil 
service : 


The Olympic Strike. 

THE TIME-HONOURED verdict of the jury who found the 
prisoner “not guilty, but he must not do it again,” is paralleled 
by the decision of the Portsmouth Bench, who found that the 
sailors who refused to sail in Zhe Olympic in company with 
non-unionist firemen were guilty of refusing to sail with- 
out reasonab!e excuse, but who nevertheless dismissed the infor- 
mation preferred against them, apparently in pursuance of 
the power eo to do conferred on them by section 1 (1) of the 
Probation of Offenders Act, 1907. Illogical decisions, however, are 
sometimes good common sense, and perhaps, in the special circum- 
stances of the case, in view of the recent disaster to The Titanic, 
it was as wel] not to insist upon the claims of discipline quite 
as stringently as is considered necessary at ordinary times. To 
the lawyer, however, the most interesting feature of the case is 
the legal argument put forward on behalf of the defendants, to 
the effect that “ unseaworthiness” on the part of a ship is a 
sufficient defertée for a refusal to sail in her on the part of her 
crew, and that an inadequate supply of boats and trained fire- 
men amounts to “ unseaworthiness” even when the statutory 
requirements of the Merchant Shipping Acts have been complied 
with in those respects. Section 221 (>) of the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, which creates the offence, does so in the following 
terms :— 

If a seaman lawfully engaged, or an apprentice to the sea- 
service, commits any of the Eioules offences he shall be liable 
to be punished summarily as follows: . . . (4) If he neglects, or 
refuses without reasonable cause, to join his ship or to proceed 
to sea in his ship, &c. 

The question at once arises as to what is the “‘ reasonable cause ” 
contemplated by the statute as a sufficient excuse to remove the 
act committed from the category of offences against the statute. 
As a general rule, when such words, or equivalent words, appezr 
in a statute, the question of “ reasonableness ” is a pure question 
of fact, to be decided by the court which tries the information. 


For example, if a parent fails to send his child to school, and sets 
up the defence of “ reasonable excuse” under section 74 of the 
Education Act of 1870, it is for the justices to decide on 
common-sense grounds whether the excuse set up is, in fact, a 
reasonable one; they are not bound by a list of “reasonable 
excuses ” compiled by the Board of Education or enacted as bye- 
-laws by a local education authority: Belper’s case (9 Q. B. D. 
259). In the actual case in question the inability to make a 
truant child attend, after reasonable suasion and coercion, 
was regarded as a “reasonable excuse.” On the other hand, 
when a statute itself indicates the class of excuse which it pre- 
scribes as a defence, only an act within the category indicated 
by the statute is a defence: Hewett v. Thompson (58 L. J. M. C. 
60). Thus, the provision that “the priest shall not without 
lawful cause deny the Communion” (1 Ed. 6, c. 1, s. 8), must 
be read with reference to the “lawful cause” indicated by the 
prayer-book, namely, that the person excluded from the 
sacrament is an “open and notorious evil-liver ” (Jenkins v. Cooke, 
1 P. D. 80) ; no other cause will be accepted as a “lawful cause.” 
Applying these alternative principles to the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, what strikes one immediately is that the statute con- 
teins a large number of provisions designed to protect seamen 
and to safeguard life ; it would seem, then, that only a breach of 
one of these statutory requirements could amount to a “ reason- 
able cause ” sufficient to justify the seaman’s refusal to perform 
his duty by going to sea in his ship. The statute impliedly 
indicates the class of conditions which amount to a “ reasonable 
cause,” namely, breach of one of these statutory requirements ; 
and, therefore, it is not competent to look outside the statute for 
others. The point, however, is a difficult question of construc- 
tion, and it is not easy to say what view the Divisional Court 
would take should such a case come before them. 


Fires in Chimneys. 

WE LEARN from the daily journals that courts of summary 
jurisdiction have recently had before them a number of cases 
under sections 30 and 31 of the Towns Police Clauses Act, 1847, 
relating to fires in chimneys. By section 30, every person who 
wilfully sets, or causes to be set, on fire any chimney . . . 
shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding £5 ; and by section 31, 
if any chimney smiles catch or be on fire. . . the person 
so occupying or using the premises in which such chimney is 
situated shail be liable to a penalty not exceeding five shillings. 
It will be seen that the penalty for an accidental fire in a chimney 
is only a few shillings, though there is a widespread belief that 
if the fire brigade with their engines enter upon your premises 
the penalty is £5. The enactments which apply to the metropolis 
are similar; and under the London County Council (General 
Powers) Act, 1900, the occupier of any house in which a chimne 
takes fire is liable to pay the council a contribution not exceed- 
ing twenty shillings towards the cost of the fire brigade. Throwing 
letters or waste paper on the fire is a frequent cause of these 
accidents, which are not likely to be diminished by the modern 
custom of living in flats or houses divided into separate tenements. 
Speaking generally, the laws of all civilized States contain enact- 
ments relating to the liability of the tenants of land or houses 
for damage by fire. By paragraph 1733 of the French Civil 
Code, the tenant is liable for damage by fire unless he can prove 
that the fire took place by accidental cause or by vis major, or by 
some fault in the construction of the property, or that it took 
fire from a neighbouring building. Where there are several 
tenants they are all responsible for fire in proportion to the 
letting value of the premises they occupy, unless they can prove 
that the fire first broke out in the part inhabited by one of them, 
in which case such person only is liable. It is at least possible 
that a similar provision where there are several tenants may be 
intreduced into the English law. 


Misdescription as Affecting the Validity of a 
Marriage. 

A cuRIOUS attempt has been made in the French courts to 
annul a marriage on the ground of a mistake as to the Christian 
name of one of the parties to the marriage ceremony. The 
petitioner married in Paris, his wife being described as “ MARIE 





BrocuEt, born July 7th, 1870.” Some months afterwards he 
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ascertained that she was wrongly described as MARIE BROCHET ; 
that she was really MARTHE Brocuet, born in 1861, ani he 
then presented his petition. By paragraph 180 of the Code 
Civil, when there has been a mistake as to the personality of 
the person with whom the marriage has been contracted, the 
validity of the marriage can be impugned by the person who 
was led into the mistake. When the Code was drawn up it was 
attempted to substitute the word individualité for personne, in 
order that the law might only mean that if A, intending to marry 
Rachel, married Leah by a fraud similar to that perpetrated 
on Jacob, the marriage could be annulled. But the Legislature 
intended to cover other mistakes, and the Court of Cassation 
has held that it includes mistakes as to qualities. The court, in 
the case under consideration, dismissed the petition, holding that 
mistakes as to the Christian name and the date of birth of 
the wife did not affect the personality of the individual, but 
were simply mistakes as to attributes or qualities which belonged 
to her, and which did not raise a material question as to her 
identity so as to bring the case within the meaning of paragraph 
180. It is scarcely necessary to say that in the English law 
there is a great difference between banns and licences—that in 
the publication of banns it is essentially necessary that the pub- 
lication should be in the true names; while a licence is not of 
the same notoriety, and the marriage is not vitiated by reason 
of a mis-statement in the affidavit upon which the licence is 
obtained. 


Advertisements on Vehicles. 

THe Supreme Court of the United States has recently 
affirmed a judgment of the Court of Appeals of New York in a 
ease in which objection was made to an ordinance of the City of 
New York, prohibiting the use of advertising trucks, vans or 
waggons on the streets of the city. The Court of Appeals, in 
its judgment, observed that the right to display garish advertise- 
ments in conspicuous places had become a source of large revenue. 
If the company could cover the whole or a great part of the 
exterior of its stages with advertisements for hire, delivery 
waggons, engaged by the owners in their usual business or regular 
work, could rightfully be covered with similar advertisements. 
Cars and vehicles of many descriptions, although net engaged 
exclusively in advertising, and thus not incumbering the 
street exclusively for advertising purposes, might be used for a 
similar purpose. The extent and detail of such advertisements, 
when left wholly within the control of those contracting there- 
for, would make such stage waggons or cars a parade or show for 
the display of advertisements, which would clearly tend to 
produce congestion upon the streets upon which they were 
driven or propelled. The writer of a note upon this decision in 
one of the American law reviews, thinks that Ameriean visitors 
to England will generally express the hope that the New York 
law may reach the ears of the authorities of the English cities, 
especially London, where the traveller is confused and mystified 
by the glaring and wearisome signs on the eity buses, and where 
the advertisements of jams, teas, tobaccos, pills and whiskies 


usually conceal the signs telling the places where the vehicle 
runs, and which is the information the wayfarer is looking for, 
but which he seldom gets. 


The Evidence of Medical Practitioners. 

Tui writer of a letter to one of the medical journals 
considers that the evidence of medical practitioners commands 
more respeet in the law courts than it did during a great part 
of the reign of the late Queen. He observes that practitioners 
who can look back thirty or forty years will remember when 
actions for damages against railway companies were painfully 
frequent, and were often based upon the alleged consequences 
of some apparently trivial injury. These actions were supported 
in courts of law by the aid of medical witnesses, whose presence 
was almost as certain as that of the leading counsel of the day, 
some of these witnesses invariably appearing for the plaintiff, 
and some for the defendant. The scandal was gradually 
diminished by the pressure of public and professional opinion, 
and was followed by a remarkable improvement in the demeanour 
and in the statements of those who appeared in court. We are 
disposed to believe that similar criticisms might have been applied 





to a large proportion of the scientific witnesses whose valuations 
were the principal support of the numerous claims for 
compensation made during the same period, but we can express 
no opinion as to whether a similar improvement has been noticed 
in the quality and character of their testimony. 








Ademption of Legacy by Subsequent 
Gift. 


Or two instruments which confer benefits upon the same 
individual each in general has its separate effect and the benefits 
are cumulative ; and it is the same where one gift is made by 
written instrument and the other by parol. It may appear, 
however, from the circumstances of the gifts or otherwise that 
the latter was intended to be in substitution for the former, and, 
if this intention is properly established, effect sot to it in 
equity, and the beneficiary is not allowed to take both gifts. 
The later gift is said to be a satisfaction of the former, or, in 
the case of a legacy followed by a gift, the legacy is said to be 
adeemed. 

The reason why equity interposes in such a case is obvious. 
The intention of the donor is to be observed, and if the donee 
takes the second gift, he cannot also claim the benefit of the gift 
for which it is substituted. The clearest example of this is where 
the gifts are made by written instruments, and the second instru- 
ment expressly states the donor's intention. “If” said WicraM, 
V.C., in Kirk v. Eddowes (3 Hare, p. 516), “ the second instru. 
ment in terms adeems the gift by the first, it could not, I appre- 
hend, be contended that it would not produce its intended effect ; 
a party claiming under and having taken the benefit of it, could 
not claim that benefit, and at the same time refuse to give full 
effect to it.” But frequently the second gift is not expressed 
in this manner, and the intention of the testator in making it 
has to be discovered from the circumstances, or from other 
extrinsic evidence, and the extent to which such evidence can be 
admitted was discussed by WARRINGTON, J., recently in Le 
Shields (1912, 1 Cb. 591), though the result at which he arrived 
appears to be open to criticism. 

The rule that parol evidence is not admissible to alter a 
written document is well settled, and, therefore, if the second gift 
is made in writing and contains no declaration of the donor's 
intention, evidence that he, in fact, intended the gift to be in 
satisfaction of the earlier gift is not admissible. To this, how- 
ever, there isan exception. In certain cases equity presumes that 
the second gift isa satisfaction, and then, in accordance with the 
general rule that presumptions can be rebutted by parol evidence, 
such evidence is admitted to rebut the presumption of satisfaction, 
and, as a consequence, counter evidence is admitted to support 
the presumption. The presumption is usually known as the rule 
against double portions, and it arises where the donor is the 
father of, or has placed himself in /oco parentis to, the donee, and 
both gifts are in the nature of portions; and generally, too, 
there is a presumption of satisfaction where the first gift 
is made for any specific purpose, and the second gift effects 
that purpose. The rule as to the admissiom of evidence 
was stated in Kirk v. Eddowes (supra). “Where,” said 
Wicraw, V.C., “the law raises a presumption that the second 
instrument was an ademption of the gift by the instrument of 
earlier date, evidence may be gone into to shew that such pre- 
sumption is not in accordance with the intention of the author of 
the gift; and, where evidence is admissible for that purpose, 
counter evidence is also admissible. In such cases the evidence 
is not admitted on either side for the purpose of proving, in the 
first instance, with what intent either writing was made ; but for 
the purpose only of ascertaining whether the presumption which 
the law has raised be well or ill founded”; see also the jadg- 
ment of SuapEN, L.C., in Hall v. Hill (1 Dr. & War. 94). We 
have then the result that, if both instruments are in writing, and 
the second expresses an intention in favour of satisfaction, this 
intention must be observed ; if it expresses no such intention, 
parol evidence of intention cannot be given, since this would con- 
tradict the second instrument ; if, however, apart from expressed 
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intention, the law raises a presumption of satisfaction, then parol 
evidence can be given to rebut and also to support this pre- 
sumption. 

There remains the case where the subsequent gift is not by 
instrument in writing, so that the evidence of intention, if it 
exists at all, must be extrinsic. Upon principle, it seems clear that 
such evidence is admissible. Thereis, indeed, a dictum of JAMES, + 
L.J., to the contrary in Fowkes v. Pascoe (10 Ch. App., p. 350): 
“No parol evidence of such an intention is sdnieliie for such 
parol evidence wauld be to alter the written will.” But it does 
not appear that‘fn that case any such evidence had been tendered, 
and the dictum overlooks the real nature of the doctrine of 
satisfaction. Where a legacy is followed by a gift made in the 
lifetime of the testator, and the gift is held to be in satisfaction 
of the legacy, this does not operate as an alteration of the will, 
but as a payment of the legacy in advance. Otherwise, indeed, 
the lezacy could not be adeemed even by instrument in writing 
unless the instrument was executed asa will. Apart from this 
dictum, the rule would seem to be clear. The question is with 
what intention the second gift is made. If it is in writing, 
parol evidence to control the writing is not admissible. If it is not 
in writing, this rule does not apply, and there is nothing to exclude 
the evidence. It is not until the object of the parol gift has been 
explained by the parol evidence that the effect on the will has to 
be considered, and then, if the necessary intention has thus been 
proved, the legacy is adeemed, just as in the case of a second 
gift expressly made as a satisfaction by written instrument ; the 
will itself is not altered, but the legacy has been paid in advance. 
That is the way in which the law deals with the matter, and it 
precludes all objection to parol evidence when used to qualify a 
prrol gift. This is clearly stated by Suapen, L.C., in Hall v. 
Hill (supra, at p. 117):—“ If a legatee under a will receives a 
subsequent benefit from the testator, which was intended to be 
in lieu of the former donation, the court will naturally be anxious 
to prevent him from having both, and will accordingly admit 
parol evidence, not to construe the will, but to explain the sub- 
sequent act, and thereby prevent the party from appropriating 
to himself what was never intended for him.” And to the same 
effect is the judgment of Wickam, V.C., in Kirk v. Eddowes. 
From these authorities it has hitherto been clear that parol 
evidence was admissible to effect ademption of a legacy by a parol 
gift, even though there was no parental relationship between 
donor and donee. 

In Re Shields (supra) however, WARRINGTON, J, has placed 
reliance on the above dictum from Fowkes v. Pascoe (supra), and 
has given a new application to Hall y. Hill and Kirk v. Eddowes. 
These cases, he says, apply only where the gift has been received by 
the legatee in the lifetime of the testator, knowing that it was 
intended to be by way of satisfaction of the legacy, and he there 
upon becomes bound in conscience not to claim the legacy as 
well. In Re Shields a legacy of £300 had been left, and the 
testator afterwards deposited the amount at his bank in the 
joint names of himself and the legatee. As part of the same 
transaction he handed to the legatee a letter in a sealed envelope, 
which was not to be opened till after his death. In the letter 
he stated that the £300 was in lieu of the legacy. The legatec 
claimed both the deposit and the legacy, and WARRINGTON, J., 
allowed her claim on the ground that the testator’s intention 
had not been communicated to her in his lifetime. 

The cireumstances are, no doubt, different from those in the 
earlier cases, but this does not seem to warrant the distinction 
made by the learned judge. The doctrine of satisfaction or 
ademption rests on the ground that it is inequitable for the 
donee to claim two gifts when the donor intended him to have 
only one. For this purpose it makes no difference whether the 
intention is communicated to the donee during the donor’s life 
or not ; it is sufficient that the donee knows it at the time when 
he is claiming both gifts. The matter rests on the intention of 
the donor, not on an agreement by the donee to accept one gift 
by way of satisfaction, and we are not aware that, until the 
present case, the contrary has ever been suggested. The only 
question is whether extrinsic evidence of the donor’s intention 
at the time of the second gift can be received, and, for the 
reasons stated above, it appears that, in the case of a parol 





gift, declarations of the testator at the time of the gift can be 
received. The present case was clearer since the declaration 
was in writing ; and the decision, if it stands, will form a serious 
infringement of the principle of Hill v. Hill and Kirk v. Eddowes 
(supra), both of them cases of recognized authority. 








The Origin of Way-side Strips. 


II. 
(Continued from page 480.) 

So much for the authorities on the socalled public right of 
deviation. Now let us consider from a practical point of view 
the absurdities to which we are led if we treat the right of 
deviation seriously. It has been often spoken of, not only in 
text-books, but in some reported cases, as if it were a kind of 
collateral right springing into existence on any occasion on 
which the condition of the surface of the road fell below a certain 
standard of repair. Let us picture to ourselves a member of the 
public about to take advantage of this “right,” and we shall 
appreciate the strangeness of the predicament in which the 
seventeenth century traveller must often have found himself. 

On coming to a large puddle in the middle of the roadway he 
would have been put to his election, either to risk the dangers 
lurking in the puddle, or to risk the consequences of a possible 
trespass on the adjoining land. He would, had he been versed 
in the law of public “rights”—and all men are presumed to 
know the law—have put to himself the following question, “‘ Am 
I to try to get through, or am I justified, as a member of the 
public, in exercising my right of deviating through this hedge?” 
The answer to this question would lie at the bottom of the 
puddle. 

If he decided to deviate through the newly enclosed land, and 
it transpired in fact that the surface of the road below the water 
was in repair and easily passable, it is difficult to see what 
defence he would have had to an action of trespass for the 
damage done to the newly-enclosed land. On the other band, 
if he decided to test the passableness of the road by empirical 
methods and found himself and his horse and cart fast in a 
quagmire, “ the public right of deviation ” would have furnished 
him with little else than the reflection that he would have been 
justified in breaking through the new fence. He may have 
reached the conclusion that the way is lutosa et funderosa, but 
having failed to take the opportunity of breaking through the 
fence, he would have no option but to struggle on. Possibly, 
however, he might exercise the right of deviation on his return 
journey. . 

So neither on authority nor principle does there appear to be 
anything to be said for the theory that the so-called right of 
deviation explains the existence of the prevalence of road-side 
strips. 

It is a great deal more probable that the origin given by 
Asport, C.J., in Steel v. Prickett (1819, 2 Stark, 4163), is the 
correct one. In that case, his lordship, in summing up, laid 
down what he said appeared to be “the most natural and 
satisfactory mode of explaining the frequency of wastes left at 
the sides of the rvads.” ‘In remote and ancient times,” he 
said, “when roads were frequently made through unenclosed 
lands, and when the same labour and expense was not employed 
upon roads, and they were not formed with that exactness 
which the exigencies of society now require, it was part of the 
law, that the public, where the road was out of repair, might 
pass along the land by the side of the road.” His lordship then 
proceeded to point out that this right of the public was attended 
with this consequence, that, although the parishioners were bound 
to repair the road, yet, if an owner excluded the public from 
using the adjoining land, he cast on himself the onus of repairing 
the road. ‘ Hence,” said the learned judge, “it followed as a 
natural consequence that when a person enclosed his land from 
the road, he did not make his fences close to the road, but left 
an open space at the side to be used by the public 
when occasion required.” y 

But the fear of becoming chargeable for the repairs of the 
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highway does not, we venture to think, exhaust all the reasons 
why inclosing owners in former times set back their fences from 
the road. 

Let us remember the essential nature of all highways, and the 
paramount principles which govern the law of highways—viz., 
that the public may pass and repass, and that nothing is to be 
allowed to hinder the public in the exercise of this right. Too 
much attention has been paid, we submit, to the theory of the 
vesting of the surface in road and highway authorities. The 
use of the term “vest,” which has been unfortunately sanctioned 
by some statutes, is highly misleading. These road authorities 
have merely duties to perform with regard to the surface and 
the bed and drains of the road. On very rare occasions only is 
there any real vesting of property in the soil in such authorities. 
The predominant characteristic of highways, especially where 
they ran through open land, was the uncertainty of their 
precise limits ; and let the reader observe that way-side strips 
are almost always the outcome of inclosures. Where there were 
“ancient ” inclosures the boundaries of the highway were easily 
ascertainable. The word “ancient” in this sense is almost 
synonymous with the word “rightful.” We never hear of the 
purported exercise of the right of deviation over an ancient 
inclosure, The simple truth was this: that no part of an ancient 
inclosure would ever have been regarded as subject to any right 
of highway. But uninclosed lands lying by the side of the 
beaten track were very liable to be so regarded. 

In short, this vagueness of delimitation which formerly existed 
appears to us to be largely responsible for the existence of way- 
side strips. At the time when inclosing without the authority 
of Parliament was most prevalent, viz., during the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries, a great deal of this country was un- 
inclosed, and hundreds of miles of highway were wholly unfenced. 
The roads were, in the words of Appott, C.J., cited above, rot 
then formed with that exactness which the exigencies of society 
now require. The highway was, as it were, “there or there- 
abouts” ; and any inclosing owner would shrink naturally from 
interfering with land which might possibly be held to be sub- 
ject to the rights of the public. 

Unfortunately the practice of leaving broad road-side strips 
is now a thing of the past. When indieing under special and 
general Acts of Parliament came into vogue in the eighteenth 
century, allottees under the awards made in pursuance of those 
Acts, bad nothing to fear from the public; and authorized 
inclosures involved no liability of repair ratione clausulae: see 
e.g. R. v. Flecknow (1758, 1 Burr, 461). 

That creature of the Inclosure Acts, the forty-foot road way 
leaves little on either side of the metalled portion of the road 
Although the Highway Acts contain elaborate provisions for the 
prevention of encroachments on highways, and those Acts pro- 
hibit the erection of new fences within a preseribed distance 
from the centre of the metalled roadway, the whole tendency of 
highway legislation has been towards a crystallization of the 
limits of the highway, and a consequent narrowing in of fences 
to the statutory margin, which in turn tends to the gradual 
disappearance of old broad way-side strips—undoubtedly a matter 
for regret. 








Reviews. 
Criminal Appeals. 


Tue Court or Criwinat Appear. By R. E. Ross, LL.B., Barrister- 
at-Law, Principal Clerk in the Criminal Appeal Office. Butter- 
worth & Co. 

This work, which is written by a responsible official of the Court 
of Criminal Appeal, and is by permission dedicated to Lord Alver- 
stone, must be regarded as a semi-official treatise on the practice 
of that court. The author explains in his preface that both the 
late registrar of the court, Sir James Mellor, and the present 
registrar, Mr. Leonard Kershaw, have assisted him in the elucida- 
tion of many points of difficulty ; and the care with which such 
knotty problems as the “standardization of sentences ”—to take 
only one example—are discussed, shews how substantial has been 
this aid. The most useful chapters in the work are—Chapter II., 








which deals with the nature of the right of appeal — by the 
Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, and the grounds on which an peal 
can be based ; and Chapter VI, which discusses most of the 
numerous points which arise when an appeal against conviction is 
being heard. Section 3 (a) of the Act enacts that an appeal against 
conviction on indictment lies as of right on ry! ground which 
involves a question of law alone, while section 3 (6) makes leave of 
the Court of Criminal Appeal, or a certificate of the judge who tried 
the case, a condition precedent to an appeal on a question of 
fact or a question of mixed law and fact. Now the difference 
between law and fact, or mixed law and fact, is one of 
the vaguest and least defined in the whole sphere of English 
law. In the present case the task of deciding what appeals will 
be put in the list without leave rests chiefly with the officials 
of the court, and, therefore, it is important to know the practice 
adopted by them. Mr. Ross gives thisinformation by setting out at 
pp. 15 and 16 the grounds which in practice are treated as giving an 
appeal as of right ; they are (1) misdirection by the trial judge ona 
point of law, (2) wrongful rejection or admission of evidence by him, 
(3) improper cross-examination of the accused as to character, (4) no 
prima facie case to go to the jury, and (5) that the verdict of the 
jury amounted in law to a verdict of “not guilty,” but was 
incorrectly entered by the judge as “ guilty.” Again, at pp. 108 to 
116, there is an exhaustive study of “ misdirection” in law and in 
fact, and a serious attempt is made to draw some clear inferences from 
the rather confusing decisions of the court on the point. Another 
useful section is the commentary on “ Miscarriage of Justice ”—one 
of the obscurest of the many obscure terms used in the statute. 
These are only a few of the many points of practice admirably 
discussed in the volume ; the reviewer has made constant use of 
it during the past three months, and has never yet failed to get some 
guidance on any question involving the construction of the statute. 
The complete appendices of statutes, rules and forms is a useful 
feature of the book, but the index is scarcely adequate to the needs 
of the average practitioner, who is not specially conversant with the 
proper division of the statute under which to ook for any topic he 
is investigating. Thus the index does not contain “ previous con- 
viction,” “ prerogative of mercy,” “ standardization of sentences n 
(to which the book devotes some ten pages), nor “ expulsion order. 

This is the one feature lacking in an admirable book, which we most 
cordially reeommend—from our own experience in practice—to the 
attention of anyene who has a criminal appeal to conduct. 





Naval Law. 


Manuva or Navat Law. _ By J. E. R. Srepnens, Barrister-at- 
Law; C. E. Girrorp, C.B., Paymaster-in-Chief, R.N.; and 
F. Hargison-Smitu, C.B., Paymaster-in-Chief, R.N. Stevens 
& Sons. 


This unofficial treatise on Naval Law is written by a barrister who 
has brought out a number of works on maritime law, and by two 

ymasters in the Royal Navy. Why the latter gentlemen should 
~ special familiarity with the discipline of a ship and the conduct 
of courts-fartial is not obvious to the layman, nor is It explained 
in the preface ; but perhaps officers in the civil branch of the Senior 
Service have more leisure and greater literary inclinations than their 
brethren in the Combatant Branch. The book commences with a 
historical chapter on the Eatly State and Discipline of the Navy, and 
then proceeds in subsequent chapters to discuss the various courts 
which administer naval law. ourts of Inquiry, Courts-Martial, 
the functions of the Judge Advocate-General, minor offences dealt 
with by commanding officers and offences punishable by ordinary law, 
are all discussed at length. In addition there is a long chapter on the 
Law of Evidence and a short one on the Civil Rights and Liabilities 
of Sailors. The summary of the law of evidence is very complete, 
but suffers from lack of scientific classification and arrangement ; and 
a great many of the rules laid down and illustrations given seem 
to have no practical bearing on offences committed at sea. For 
example, the warning as to the testimony of policemen, extracted 
from Ta lor on Evidence (p. 327), the special rules as to proof of pre- 
vious offences in the case of a receiver of stolen goods, and the rules 
as to competency or compellability of wives as witnesses against 
their husbands, seem very unlikely to be of much practical use in 
the Navy. By the way, in the section on competency of witnesses, 
there is a marginal rubric “drunken persons,” and over against it an 
isolated paragraph consisting of just one sentence, without reference 
or explanation, in the following terms :—“ In the case of drunken- 


ness, the return of sobriety will render the witness competent.’ 


What this means we cannot even guess, and there is nothing in the 
context to help us ; but possibly it is inserted to meet some specia 
difficulty arising in naval cases, and its meaning may be obvious 
to officers acquainted with naval trials. An excellent appendix of 
forms and a copious index complete this composite work. 
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Civil Jurisdiction. 

Tue PRINCIPLES oF CIviL JURISDICTION AS APPLIED IN THE LAW 
or ScoTLAND. By Grorce Duncan, M.A., Lecturer on Inter- 
national Law in the _ University of Aberdeen, and D. 
OswaLD Dykes, M.A. LL.B., Advocate. William Green & 
Sons, Edinburgh. 


This is a treatise on Private International Law, or Conflict of 
Laws, to give it the ingenious name invented by Professor Dicey. 
The standpoint is that of Scots law, but there is no essential 
difference between Scots and English law in a subject-matter of 
this kind, and the scholarly thoroughness with which the authors 
expound their subject should make the treatise especially valuab’e to 
English lawyers, whose own text-books rather lose sight of pricciples 
in order to frame and elaborate rules of practice. The leading 
question of Private International Law, as stated by the authors, is, 
In what forum should actions involving a foreign relation be brought ? 
The answer to this question, of course, involves a discussion of 
“Territorial Jurisdiction,” “ Forum rez,” “ Residence” and “ Domicil,” 
“ Forum non conveniens,” and the enforcement of foreign judgments. 
The book concludes with an interesting chapter on the Sheriff Court, 
which resembles the English High Court in being the ordinary Scots 
court of first instance in all cases except “ Consistorial Causes,” over 
which the Court of Session has exclusive jurisdiction. To the 
student who has mastered Sir Henry Rattigan’s little book and 
desires a larger treatise, we can confidently recommend this as the 
most luminous and stimulating book on the subject which has 
come our way, 





Books of the Week. 


Commercial Laws —The Commercial Laws, of the World, 
comprising the Mercantile, Bills of Exchange, Bankruptey and 
Maritime Laws of all Civilized Nations. Together with Com 
mentaries on Civil Procedure, Constitution of the Courts, and Trade 
Customs. In the Original Languages, interleaved with an English 
Translation, contributed by numerous Eminent Specialists of all 
Nations. British Edition. Consulting Editor: The Hon. Sir 
THomas Epwarp Scruton, Judge of the Kine’s Bench Division 
of the High Court of Justice. General Editor: Wutitam 
BowstTEaD, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Agency.—A Digest of the Law of Agency. By Witiiam 
BowsTEAD, Barrister-at Law. Fifth Edition. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

Practical Forms.—Jones’s Book of Practical Forms, for Use 
in Solicitors’ Offices. Vol. I. Containing over 400 Forms and 
Precedents in the King’s Bench Division of the High Court of 
Justice and the County Court, including 100 Forms of Special 
Indorsements of Writs, 100 Forms of County Court Particulars, 
Forms under the Arbitration Act and the Bills of Sale Act, &c 
With Dissertations, Notes and References. By CHarLes JoNEs. 
Third Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Effingham Wilson. 

Misrepresentation.—The Law of Misrepresentation in 
Relation to Limited Liability Companies. By A Monreriore 
Brice, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Transvaal Law as to Voluntary Liquidation of 
Companies.—Voluntary Liquidation of Companies in the 
Transvaal, with Notes on Reconstructions, Amalgamations and 
Windings-up under Supervision. By J. P. Earnsnaw. Jordan & 
Sons (Limited). 

The Legal Estate.—The Distinctions and Anomalies arising 
out of the Equitable Doctrine of the Legal Estate. By R. M. P. 
WiLLoucHBy, LL.D. (Lond.). Cambridge: at the University 

ress, 

Legal Position of Trade Unions.—tThe Legal Position 
of Trade Unions. By G. F. Asstnper, M.A., B.C.L, Barrister-at- 
Law. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Thursday, the 2nd of May, being the Grand Day of Easter Term at 
Gray’s-inn, the treasurer (Mr. Arthur E. Gill) and the Masters of 
the Bench entertained at dinner the following guests :—The Right Hon. 
Lord Rathmore, the Right Hon. Lord Mersey, the Right Hon. Lord 
Justice Fletcher Moulton, the treasurer of the Hon. Society of the 
Inner Temple (Mr. R. A. Bayford, K.C.). Sir Squire Bancroft, the 
president of the Institution of Civil Engineers (Dr. W. C. Unwin, 
F.R.S.}, Professor Goudy, Mr. G. E. Buckle, Dr. James Gow, Mr. John 
Dickinson. The Benchers present in addition to the treasurer were :— 
Lord Ashbourne, Mr. M. W. Mattinson, K.C., the Hon. Mr. Justice 
Lush, Mr. Herbert Reed, K.C., Mr. W. T. Barnard, K.C., Mr. Herbert 
F.. Manisty, K.C., Mr. W. J. R. Pochin, Mr. Vesey Knox, K.C., Sir 
William Byrne, K.C.V.O., C.B., Mr. J. W. McCarthy, Mr. George 
Rhodes, K.C., Mr. F. A. Greer, K.C., Mr. T. M. Healy, K.C., M.P., 





with the preacher (the Rev. R. J. Fletcher, D.D.). 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


THE KING v. TEMPLER. Ex parte HOWARTH. No. 1, 
Ist and 2nd May. 


“MASTER AND SeERVANT—WoRKMAN—COMPENSATION—COMMITTEE ReE- 
PRESENTATIVE OF EMPLOYERS AND WORKMEN—AWARD—APPLICATION TO 
Review—Norice or OBJECTION TO COMMITTEE—JURISDICTION OF 
County Court—Separate ‘‘ MatrerR’’—-WoRKMEN’S COMPENSATION 
Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr., c. 37), ScHepute II. (1). 

A workman had an award made in his favour for nominal compensa- 
tion by a representative cammittee, and the award was duly recorded in 
the form of @ memorandum in the county court. The workman gave 
notice that he wished the amount lc. and applied to the court for 
a review. The employers notified to the workman that the committee 
would deal with the case, but the workman objected to go before the 
committee again. The county court judge held that he had no juris- 
diction to deal with the application, as the matter had already been 
dealt with by the committee. The Divisional Court having made abso- 
lute a rule for a mandamus directed to the county court judge to hear 
and determine the application, the employers appealed. 

Held, that the answer to the question whether, when a representative 
committee of employers and workmen within the meaning of schedule 11. 
of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, had made an award, either 
party upon a change of circumstances occurring was precluded from 
requiring the review to be held by an arbitrator, must depend upon the 
balance of convenience as to which tribunal should deal with the appli- 
cation, as such an application was a separate and fresh matter which 
either tribunal could decide, and the words of the statute were so 
ambiguous or equivocal as to be equally consistent with either view. 

Decision of Divisional Court (1912, 1 K. B. 351) not dissented from, 
and the appeal of the employers against the order making absolute the 
rule for mandamus discharged. , 

Appeal by the employers from a decision of the Divisional Court 
which made absolute a rule nisi calling upon the deputy judge of the 
county court of Yorkshire, holden at Stokesley and Guisborough, and 
Sir B. Samuelson & Co. (Limited), to shew cause why the deputy judge 
should not proceed to hear and determine an application by William 
Howarth under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, to review and 
increase a weekly payment paid him as compensation for injury caused 
to him by accident arising out of and in the course of his employment. 
The accident occurred on the 22nd of March, 1907. The Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1906, did not come into force until July, 1907. The 
claim was therefore made under the earlier Act, but the provisions in 
that Act upon which the question in the present case turned were re- 
enacted in similar terms in the Act of 1906. The claim was admitted, 
and 12s. a week paid, and on the 26th of April, 1907, a memorandum of 
an agreement to this effect was filed in the county court. The respon- 
dents subsequently reduced the weekly payments to 8s. 6d. The appli- 
cant thereupon applied to the committee to settle the matter in dispute 
in accordance with par. 1 of schedule II. of the Act of 1897. On the 
llth of February, 1910, the committee decided that the applicant was 
capable of doing the work offered him by the respondents at his old 
rate of wages, which he had refused, and decided that compensation 
payable to the applicant should cease as from the 31st of December, 
1909. Notice of objection to¢he recording of a memorandum of the 
decision of the committee was in the first isntance given by the appli- 
cant to the respondents, but ultimately a memorandum of the terms 
of the decision of the committee was by agreement on the 6th of July, 
1910, recorded in the county court. On the 2nd of September, 1910, 
the committee met, and with consent of both parties, for the purpose 
of keeping alive the right to compensation, made an award for ld. a 
week, which award was duly recorded on the 26th of September, 1910. 
The applicant continued to work for the respondents down to the 29th 
of November, 1910, when he left their employment and ceased to work 
on the ground that he was, as the result of the accident, physically in- 
capable of working. The applicant on the 7th of February, 1911, gave 
notice of an application to review the award for 1d. a week. On the 
16th of February the respondents gave him notice that a meeting of 
the committee would be held on the 24th of February, at which his 
application to review would be dealt with. On the 20th of February 
the applicant gave notice in writing of objection to his application 
being settled by the committee. The application to review came before 
the deputy judge, and the respondents submitted he had no jurisdiction 
to hear it, as the committee was the only tribunal which had power to 
review weekly payments payable under an award made by the com- 
mittee. The judge took this view, and the applicant obtained the rule 
nisi for a mandamus. The masters appealed. The case having been 
argued, 

FiercHer Movtton, L.J., who at the desire of the other members of 
the court delivered his judgment first, said he thought the decision of 
the learned judges in the court below was correct. There was one clear 
principle running through both the Act of 1897 and the subsequent Act 
of 1906. The Legislature was determined that the question of compen- 
sation should be settled by agreement, but in more than one place in 
the Act and in the schedules it recognized that there were points 
which would have to be decided in default of agreement, and the Act 
simply said that those matters were to be settled by arbitration in 
accordance with the Act : the words were ‘‘ in accordance with what is 
set out in the second schedule.”’ It was therefore the second schedule 
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been paid. The total signatories of all the documents were thus holders 
of 690 shares. The material part of section 66 of the Act is as follows : 
—(1) Notwithstanding anything in the articles of a company the direc- 
tors of a company shall, on the requisition of the holders of not less 
than one-tenth of the issued share capital of the company upon which 
all calls or other sums then due have been paid forthwith proceed to 
convene an extraordinary general meeting of the company. (2) The 
requisition must state the objects of the meeting and must be. signed 
by the requisitionists and deposited at the registered office of the com- 
any, and may consist of several documents in like form each signed 
y one or more requisitionists. 

It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff company (1) that it was 
necessary that the requisition should be signed by holders of one-tenth 
of the issued shares and not one-tenth of the issued shares on which 
all calls or other sums due had been paid; (2) that the documents were 
not in like form and could not be regarded as one requisition; (3) 
that the requisition did not sufficiently state the object of the meeting. 

WarRINGTON, J., said the question was whether the directors were 
bound, under the provisions of section 66 of the Companies (Consoli- 
dation) Act, 1908, to summon an extraordinary general meeting of the 
company. Considering what Lindley, L.J., said in the case of the 
Isle of Wight Railway Co, vy. Tahourdin (25 Ch. D. 320. at p. 333), he 
did not think the court ought to be astute to discover and give effect 
to objections made to shareholders attempting to hold a meeting of the 
company in which they were interested. The first question to he con 
sidered was whether the words of section 66, ‘‘ upon which all calls 
or other sums then due had been paid,’’ referred to the one-tenth held 
by the persons making the requisition, or to the issued share capital 
of the company. He was of the opinion that the defendants’ conten- 
tion was the correct one, and that the words had reference to the issued 
capital. For the purposes of the requisition you were to take the 
amount of the paid-up issued capital for the time being, and the 
requisitionists were to be holders of not less than one-tenth of that 
amount. That construction was reasonable and grammatical. If the 
other construction were put upon it, then non-payment of certain calls 
would prevent those shareholders who had paid their calls from calling 
a meeting. The construction also seemed to be good sense because it 
naturally assumed that those who called the meeting had paid up the 
calls on their shares. On that construction there was no doubt that 
the requisitionists who had paid up their calls were holders of not 
less than one-tenth of the issued share capital upon which all calls 
had been paid. Then it was contended that the various documents 
were not in like form. The requisitionists had signed a number of 
documents, and it was unfortunate that they were not in identical 
terms, but in his opinion they were in like form within the meaning 
of the statute. The adding of the words ‘in addition to the affairs 
of the company in general ”’ made no difference to the general purport 
of the requisition. Lastly, it was contended that the requisitions did 
not sufficiently state the object of the meeting. ‘‘To consider the re- 
constitution of the board and resolutions concerning the directorate and 
officers of the company ’’ meant to consider if the shareholders of the 
company were satisfied with the personality and conduct of the direc- 
tors, and it seemed to him that for the purpose of the requisition that 
sufficiently stated the objects for which the requisitionists desired to 
have the meeting called.—Counset, Cave, K.C., and Lewton;: Terrell, 
K.C., and Thompson. Soricitors, Richard Brooks ; Lloyd, Richardson, 
d: (0, 

[Reported by J. B. C. Treaantnen, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


BROOKS v, BILLINGHAM. Neville, J. 29th April. 

VeNpoR AND PurcHaser — Contract — MremMorRANDUM — PURCHASER’S 
Name Written By A Turrp Person At THE INSTANCE OF THE 
PuRCHASER—StatuTe oF Fraups (29 Car. 2, c. 3), s. 4—MISREPRE- 
SENTATION. 

A memorandum of a transaction of purchase, written at the time when 
and the place where such transaction took place, and at the purchaser's 
dictation, by a relative of the vendor, who was present when the trans- 
action was entered into, is a sufficient memorandum or note of the agree- 
ment in writing signed by the party to be charged therewith, or some 
other person thereunto by him lawfully authorized, to satisfy the fourth 
section of the Statute of Frauds. 

This was an action by one Mary Bradford Brooks for specific perform- 
ance of a contract of sale entered into by her on the 12th of December, 
1911, with the defendant, Moses Sampson Billingham. whereby she 
agreed to sell to the defendant nineteen leasehold houses. The defendant 
resisted the action first of all on the ground that there had been no 
sufficient memorandum in writing of the contract to satisfy section 4 of 
the Statute of Frauds, and also on several other grounds, one of which 
was that there had been misrepresentations of fact made to him by the 
plaintiff with regard to the collection of the rents. On the first ground 
the facts were these : When the agreement was entered into the plain- 
tiff’s son-in-law was present, and at the request of the defendant he 
wrote down, at the defendant’s dictation, the following memorandum : 
“12th December, 1911.—Mrs. Mary Bradford Brooks agrees to sell to 
Mr. Moses Sampson Billingham, of 158, Hamilton-road, Handsworth, 
nineteen houses, situate in Brewery and Brierley-streets, Handsworth, 
for the sum of thirteen hundred pounds (£1,300). Deposit of ten 


pounds to confirm the purchase. Settlement to be made early in January, 
1912. Received December 12th, 1911—(ld. stamp)—£10.—M. B. 
Brooks.’’ Counsel for the defendant contended that here there was 
no such memorandum as that contemplated by the Statute of Frauds. 
The defendant had not signed a memorandum in writing, nor had any 
other person thereunto by him lawfully authorized signed a memo- 





randum.on his behalf. Counsel for the plaintiff argued that, it having 
been decided long ayo that it is not necessary for the party to be 
charged to subscribe the memorandum, and it is sufficient if the signa- 
ture of such party appear in the body of such memorandum; it is 
accordingly sufficient if such signature is written in the body of such 
memorandum by some person lawfully authorized to write it by the 
party to be charged, as was done in this case. He relied on the case of 
Sims v. Landsay (1894, 2 Ch. 318). 

NeviLte, J., after stating the facts, said: A decree of specific per- 
formance must be granted in this case. 1 am of opinion that this docu- 
ment is sufficient to satisfy the 4th section of the Statute of Frauds, 
On the facts I come to the conclusion that the alleged misrepresenta- 
tion was merely an expression of opinion, and not sufficient to excuse 
the defendant from completing the contract. It only amounted to this, 
that in the opinion of the plaintiff the rent collection was a good one. 
The facts were that it was a very poor class of property, and that 
during the last twelve months about 20 per cent. of the rent due 
appeared to be irrecoverable. Specific performance was accordingly 
decreed.—CounseL, /’eterson, K.C., and ('. Gurdon; Jenkins, K.C., 
and 2. P. Hewitt. Sorscrrors, Webster d* Webster, for Waterhouse & 
Son, Wolverhampton ; Stow, Preston, d> Lyttelton, for Pointon & Ever- 
shed, Birmingham. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LAWSON v. GUARDIANS OF THE POOR OF THE MARLBOROUGH 
UNION. Neville, J. 30th April. 


Poor-Law Orricern—Dtistrict MepicaL OrricER—Pvusiic VACCINATOR— 
Poor-Law Orricers Superannuation Act, 1896 (59 & 60 VicT., 
c. 50), sus-sections 2, 3, 4, anp 19—‘‘Orricern OR SERVANT ’’- 
‘“SacaRy OR WaGes AND EmoLumeNts ’’—VACCINATION Acts, 1840 
3 & 4 Vicr., c. 29), s. 1; 1853 (16 & 17 Vict., c. 100), s. 6; 1867 (30 
& 31 Vicr., c. 84), sus-sections 4, 6, 7. 

The district medical officer who has been appointed public vaccinator 
for the same district is not entitled under the Vaccination Acts in 
respect of his fees for vaccination, performed by him, to any super- 
annuation allowances, since in his capacity as vaccinator he is not an 
officer of the quardians, and accordingly is not in that capacity within 
the scope of the Poor Law Officers Superannuation Act. 

This was an action to determine the point as to whether a public 
vaccinator as such was entitled to a superannuation allowance calcu- 
lated on the amount he had received for vaccination fees in respect 
of such appointment. The Poor Law Officers Superannuation Act, 
1896, gives to every ‘‘ officer and servant in the service or employment 
of the guardians of a union”’ a right to a superannuation allowance 
on his becoming ‘‘ incapable of discharging the duties. of his office 
with efficiency by reason of permanent infirmity,’’ the allowance being 
a proportion, according to the scale fixed by the Act, of ‘‘ the average 
amount of his salary or wagea and emoluments for the five years 
ending on the quarter-day which immediately precedes the day on 
which he ceases to hold his office.’’ The plaintiff in this action waa 
the district medical officer of the Avebury district of the defendants’ 
union, and he was also public vaccinator for the same district. In 
both capacities he was paid by the guardians, and had entered into 
contracts with them. The contract as district medical officer stated 
that the guardians had appointed him medical officer of the district, 
and the contract was that he would perform the duties of the office, 
and fixed the terms on which he would resign and the amount of his 
salary, and certain extra. payments for special cases. This appoint- 
ment was made under the Poor Law Acts and orders which required 
the guardians to appoint district medical officers. The contract as to 
vaccination was simply a contract to perform all vaccinations’ required 
by the guardians to be performed, within the district for certain prices. 
This contract was entered into by the guardians in exercise of the powers 
given to them by a series of Vaccination Acts, in which the words used 
were that the guardians ‘‘ might contract with the medical officers of 
their several unions, or with any duly qualified medical practitioner 
for the vaccination of all persons resident in the union or parish.’’ 
The plaintiff brought this action and claimed to be entitled to a super- 
annuation allowance calculated on the amount he had_ received 
for vaccination fees, as well as his salary and emoluments as medical 
officer. The guardians admitted that he was entitled to a super- 
annuation allowance, but denied that he could bring in his vaccination 
fees in calculating his superannuation allowance. Counsel for the 
defendants contended that it was not within the scheme of the Vaecina- 
tion Acts that vaccination fees should entitle the plaintiff to a super- 
annuation allowance in respect of them. The superannuation allowance 
is contributory. In respect of his appointment as medical officer the 
plaintiff's contributions to the superannuation allowance were deducted 
from his salary and emoluments. No such deduction was made in 
‘espect of his vaccination fees. ; Soa 
ie one J., after stating the facts, said : I do not think the plaintiff 
can succeed in this action. The words used in the successive Vaccina- 
tion Acts, and followed in this case in the contract, are intended, in 
my opinion, to provide that the service of the public vaccinator shall 
be rendered as contractual service in the ordinary sense, and do not 
constitute the public vaccinator an officer of the guardians. Accord- 
ingly the plaintiff fails in his action, and is not entitled to any super- 
annuation allowance in respect of the fees which he had received for 
vaccinations.—CounseL, Hon. M. M. Macnaghten, Herbert Davey 
and Whitfield-Hayes. SovicrTors, Mille & Morley; Merrimans & 
Thirlby, for Merrimans & Gwillim, Marlborough. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barristerat-Law.] 
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Re BONACINA. LE BRASSEUR v. BONACINA. Eve, J. 
30th April. 
Bankruptcy—Discnarce or Desror—Foretan Dest—Revease or Dest 

BY BaNKRuPTCY—Sussequent Promise to Pay—Bankruptcy ACT, 

1883 (46 & 47 Vicr., c. 52), s. 30 (3). 

An Italian subject, who was indebted to another Italian subject, 
was adjudicated bankrupt in England and obtained his discharge. 
Subsequently the debtor signed a document whereby he acknowledged 
his indebtedness, and agreed to pay off the debt in five years. The 
debtor died in 1908, and his estate was being administered by the court. 
On a claim by the creditor to prove in the administration for his debt, 

Held, that the claim was a claim in re spect of the original debt, and 
was therefore barred by the debtor's discharge in ban sruptcy. 


This was a summons to vary the master’s certificate by allowing the 
applicant’s claim. The testator, an Italian subject, was adjudicated 
bankrupt in 1897, and obtained his discharge in 1901. Previous to his 
bankruptcy he was indebted to the claimant, also an Italian subject, 
but he did not disclose this indebtedness in the bankruptcy pro- 
ceedings, nor did the claimant know of such proceedings until after 
the death of the testator in 1908. In October, 1906, the debtor signed 
in Italy a document whereby he acknowledged his indebtedness to the 
claimant, and agreed to pay off the debt within five years from the 
Ist of January, 1907, and interest in the meantime. The debtor's 
estate was being administered in this court, and the applicant brought 
in a claim as creditor for £1,758 7s. 6d. and interest. This claim had 
been disallowed, and the present summons was to vary the certificate 
by allowing the claim. It was contended, on the one hand, that the 
debt was one from which the order of discharge released the testator, 
and. on the other hand it was argued, on behalf of the creditor, that the 
transaction of October, 1906, was a new contract to pay, and there- 
fore originated a new cause of action arising after the discharge of 
the debtor. 

Eve, J.—In August, 1897, the testator, an Italian subject resident in 
England, was adjudicated bankrupt, and in August, 1901, he obtained 
his discharge. At the commencement of the bankruptcy he was 
indebted te the present applicant, G. Mina, an Italian subject, but he 
never disclosed this indebtedness in the bankruptcy proceedings, no 
did the creditor ever come to know of such proceedings until after 
the death of the testator in March, 1908. In 1902 and 1904 the testator 
made paymente to the creditor on account of the debt, and in October, 
1906, signed in Italy a document whereby he acknowledged his indebted 
ness, which then amounted to 43,959 lire, equivalent to about £1,700, 
and he agreed to pay off the debt within five years from the 1st of 
January, 1907. His estate is now being administered in this court, 
and Mina has brought in a claim ae a creditor for £1,758 7s. 6d. and 
interest. This claim has been disallowed, and this summons is to vary 
the certificate by allowing the claim. On behalf of the creditor it is 
conceded that the order of discharge released the testator from the 
original debt, but it is said that the transaction of October, 1906, was 
a new contract to pay, and therefore originated a cause of action arising 
after the discharge. The executor, who resists the claim, argues that 
it is in substance a proceeding in respect of the debt from which the 
order of discharge released the testator, and that sub-section 3 of 
section 30 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, is a complete answer to it. 
It is necessary in the first place to ascertain what was the nature of 
the transaction of October, 1906, and the circumstances shew that the 
sole object was to put on record a written acknowledgment of the 
subsisting debt. It does not impose any obligation on the creditor; 
he does not even sign it. It commences with a statement that the 
account between the parties shews an indebtedness of 43,959 lire. 
The debtor then goes on to acknowledge the debt, and undertakes to 
pay it within five years from the Ist of January, 1907, and a state 
ment is added that interest is to accrue on the unpaid principal. 
According to English law that document, in my opinion, gives rise to 
no cause of action. It is a voluntary promise to pay for which there 
is no consideration, and which, therefore, cannot be enforced. I do 
not accept the view that there is to be spelled out of its terms a con 
tract by the creditor giving the debtor five years in which to pay the 
debt. But it is said that the parties clearly intended their rights under 
the document to be determined according to the law of Italy, and 
that according to that law the promise to pay would be enforceable by 
action notwithetanding the absence of consideration, and that to euch 
action the discharge in the English bankruptcy could not be eet 
up by way of defence. I think those contentions so far as they assert 
that the document is to be construed according to Italian law, are well 
founded, and I will assume that the promise to pay is one upon which 
judgment could be recovered in the Italian courte, notwithstanding 
the discharge in the English bankruptcy. But what then? Assuming 
that Mina had obtained judgment in Italy, and sought to enforce pay 
ment in this country, would it not have been open to Bonacina, and 
is it not now open to his executor, to resist the claim here on the ground 
that the proceeding is in substance a proceeding in respect of a debt 
from which the debtor obtained a statutory release on his discharge? 
I think it is, and that the decision of the case turne on the question 
whether the transaction was a new engagement to pay on old debt from 
which the debtor had been released, or a mere attempt to keep alive 
the old debt, which both parties believed to be still alive, but which, 
according to English law, had become barred by the bankruptcy. Upon 
this question it is clear that the parties were dealing throughout with 
the old debt which accrued before the bankruptcy, and therefore I 
think that any claim in this country must be in substance a proceeding 


is a complete anawer. In eo holding I do not think I am doing anything 
inconsistent with the decision in Jakeman vy. Cook (4 Ex. D. 26). 
There the court came to the conclusion on the facts that there was a 
real bona-fide contract to revive the old debt for a valuable considera- 
tion arising after the discharge, and held that the promise made and 
acted on after the discharge constituted the cause of action. But 
here there never was from start to finish any notion of reviving an old 
debt or raising a new indebtedness, the sole intention and object of the 
parties being the putting on record of the amount of the old debt, 
and this state of facts brings the case within the principles underlying 
Jones v. Phelps (20 W. R. 93) and Heather v. Webb (2 C. P. D. 1). 
Accordingly I dismiss the summons, with costs.—CounseL, ('layton, 
K.C., and Maugham; P. Lawrence, K.C., and (Greenland 
Sonicrrors, White & Leonard; Le Brasseur &: Oakley, 
[Reported by 8S. E. Writrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. LAWRENCE. Swinfen Eady, J. 
2nd April. 


Mortcace—Leasr sy Mortcacor 1n Possesston—SPectat EXTENSION 
or Statutory Powrr—Speciat Proviso ror DeLivery or Counter- 
PART TO Mortocacgee— Lease UNper Extenpep Power — Non- 
DeLivery or CouNTERPART—VALIDITY OF LraAsE—CONVEYANCING ACT, 
1881 (44 anv 45 Vic., c. 41), s. 18, suB-secTions 11 anp 14. 

The proviso in sub-section 11 of section 18 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, that the lessee shall not be concerned to see that the mortgagor 
does within one month after making the lease deliver to the mortgagee 
a counterpart executed by the lessee applies to a lease granted under 
the extended powers conferred by virtue of sub-section 14 of the same 
section, as well as to a lease granted under the statutory power. 


By a mortgage, dated the 28th of August, 1895, the mortgagors con- 
veyed eleven acres of freehold land to the mortgagees in fee simple by 
way of mortgage for securing £4,000 and interest. The mortgage con- 
tained the following power of leasing :—‘‘ And it is hereby declared 
that the power of leasing conferred by law on a mortgagor shall extend 
to a lease by the mortgagors, their heirs, or assigns of the said pre- 
mises, or any part thereof, for any term not exceeding 1,000 years, 
provided that a counterpart of any such lease, duly executed by the 
lessee, be delivered to the mortgagees, their executors, administrators, 
and assigns within one calendar month next after the execution thereof, 
and the consent thereto of the mortgagees shall not be required.’’ On 
the 20th of November, 1895, the mortgagors conveyed the equity of 
redemption to W. R. Franklin. On the 2nd of April, 1896, W. R. 
Franklin demised six acres of the property to George Franklin for 
999 years, from the 25th of March, 1895, at a rent of £30. On the 
3lst of January, 1907, George Franklin sub-demised the six acres to 
the defendant Lawrence for the residue of the term of 999 years, less 
one day by way of mortgage for securing £900 and interest. George 
Franklin died on the 14th of February, 1910, insolvent, and on the 2nd 
of May, 1910, an order was made for the administration of his estate in 
bankruptcy under section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 and 47 
Vic., ce. 52), and thereupon his property vested in the defendant, 
the official receiver. The defendant Lawrence had taken possession 
under her mortgage. On the 7th of July, 1911, the plaintiff, in whom 
the mortgage of 1895 was now vested), brought this action for a de- 
claration that the lease of 1896 was not authorized by the power of 
leasing in the mortgage, and was not binding on the plaintiff as claim- 
ing under the mortgage, but was subject to the plaintiff’s estate and 
interest thereunder. He also claimed delivery of possession. The 
plaintiff alleged (inter alia) that no counterpart of the lease was delivered 
to the mortgagees within one calendar month after the execution there- 
of, or at all, and impeached the lease on this and other grounds. The 
defendant, the official receiver, did not enter an appearance, and on 
the 24th of August, 1911, he disclaimed all interest in the lease. 
Counsel for the plaintiff contended that no counterpart lease had been 
delivered in accordance with the terms of the lease. 

Swinren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said : In my opinion, the 
proper inference to draw from the facts proved in this case is that the 
counterpart of the lease has been delivered ; however, I am further of 
opinion that even if no counterpart had been delivered, the lease would 
not have been invalid as against the mortgagees. By the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, s. 18, a mortgagor in possession is empowered to grant 
certain leases. By sub-section 11 the n.ortgagor shall, within one month 
after making the lease, deliver to the mcrtgagee a counterpart executed 
by the lessee, *‘ but the lessee shall not be concerned to see that this 
provision is complied with.’’ By sub-section 14, the mortgage deed 
may reserve to or confer cn the mortgagor any further or other powers 
of leasing, ‘‘and any furthsr or other powers so reserved or conferred 
shall be exerciseable, as far as may be, as if they were conferred by 
this Act, and with all the like incidents, effects, and consequences, 
unless a contrary intention is expressed in the mortgage deed.”’ The 
mortgage deed in question refers to the power of leasing conferred by 
law on a mortgagor, and confers a further or other power by extending 
the statutory power of leasing to granting leases for 999 years. It 
also provides for a counterpart of the lease being delivered within one 
month to the mortgagees; but in my opinion the provision in sub- 
section 11, that the lessee shall not be concerned to see that the pro- 
vision for the delivery of the counterpart lease is complied with, applies 
to a lease granted under the extended power, as well as to a lease 
granted under the statutory power. There is not any contrary inten- 
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section 14 applies, and all the statutory incidents, effects, and conse- 
quences are introduced. The result is that failure to deliver a 
counterpart to the mortgagees would not invalidate the lease, although 
it would cause the statutory power of sale to become immediately 
exerciseable under section 20, sub-section 3.—CouNsEL, Gore-Browne, 
K.C., and Sargant; Hon. Frank Russell, K.C., and Bischoff. 
Soticrtors, Morley, Shirreff, & Co. ; Chester, Browne, & Griffithes, for 
William Perkins, Hepherd, & Winstanley, Southampton. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE HOUSE PROPERTY AND INVESTMENT CO. Neville, J. 
Qnd April. 


Company—Repvuction or Caprrat—CapiTat CONSISTING or Stock ONLY 
—Pracrice—Compantigs (ConsoLipaTion) Act, 1908—Specia, Resouv- 
TION TO WRITE orr Stock—VALIDITY. 


-When the capital of a company consists only of stock, a reduction of 
the capital of the company can be effected by cancelling a part of the 


stock. 


The House Property and Investment Company was incorporated in 
1876 with a nominal capital of £1,000,000, and had issued £669,050 
capital in shares, which had been fully paid for and afterwards con- 
verted into stock. This was a petition for the confirmation of resolu- 
tions for the reduction of its capital by cancelling capital lost in con- 
sequence of the depreciation in the value of small house property in 
London. The reduction was proposed to be effected by writing down 
each holding of the fully-paid stock, and the question arose as to-the 
form of the order where stock was being reduced. The petition asked 
for the confirmation of a reduction authorised by a special resolution 
of the company in the following terms: ‘‘ That the capital of the 
company be reduced by writing off the sum of £200,715 stock as being 
capital lost or unrepresented by available assets, and that such reduc- 
tion be given effect to by reducing the holding of each stockholder of 
the company by 30 per cent., being the proportion which the sum so 
to be written off bears to the amount of the issued stock.’’ Counsel for 
the petition said that instances of reducing capital by cancelling stock 
were very rare, and no form of order was to be found in the books, 
but it had been done in the case of Re Allsopp d: Sons (Limited) (1903, 
51 W. R. 644), which seemed to be the only reported case on the subject. 
A copy of the order in that case had been obtained from the registrar, 
and a similar order was now asked for. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : In my opinion this order 
can be made. I cannot see any reason why capital should not be re- 
duced by cancelling stock in the same manner as it is reduced by 
cancelling shares, and I accordingly make the order as prayed.— 
Counsen, Jenkins, K.C., and Whinney. Souicrrors, Henry Gover & 


Son. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar,’ Barrister-at-Law.] 





*,* In the report of the judgment in the case of He Warwick, 
Deceased, Warwick v. Chrisp (ante p. 253), the words at the end of the 
judgment, ‘‘ and need not bring,’ &c., should be read ‘‘ but she must 
ring it into account before,”’ &c. 








Societies. 


The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held on Thursday, 
the 2nd inst. Mr. W. P. Richardson in the chair. The other direc- 
tors present were Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. A. 
Toovey, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. 
E. E. Barron. The sum of £137 was voted in grants of relief to de- 
serving cases. The date of the annual general court was fixed for 
Thursday, the 3th inst., and other general business was transacted. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of the above 
association was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 
on the 8th inst., Mr. Richard S. Taylor in the chair, the other directors 
present being Messrs. 8S. P. B. Bucknill, T. S. Curtis, Alfred Daven- 

rt, Walter Dowson, Charles Goddard, J. R. B. Gregory, C. G. May, 

- Melmoth Walters, and Thos. Gill (secretary). A sum of £415 was 
distributed in grants of relief, three new members were admitted, and 
other general business was transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Students’ Union. 


The last house dinner of the season took place at Maxim’s Restaurant 
on Friday, the 3rd inst. Mr. Atherton Powys was in the chair. The 
dinner was followed by a smoking concert, to which the following 
members contributed :—Messrs. Woolrych, H. P. Gisborne, L. G. Craw- 
ford, R. F. Mattingley, A. R. Harby and R. T. Davies. The house 


Just Published. Price £1. 


VENDOR AND PURCHASER 
OF REAL ESTATE. 


By EDGAR A. SWAN, Barrister-at-Law. 


The author fas endeavoured to produce a book that would be useful for ready 
reference upon questions of everyday practical utility. The practitioner will find all the 
leading principles therein, and also adequate guides where to seek for information on 
unusually abstruse points. The changes effected by the Finance (1909-10) Act and the 
Conveyancing Act, 1911, have been incorporated. 


CONTENTS— 
The Contract of Sale. Title. ~ and Liabilities after 
Parties under Disabilities. Incidents of Tenure. mpletion. 
Conditions of Sale. Investigation of Title. Stamps. 
Sales under the Lands Repodiation and Rescission. Duties on Land Valu:s. 
Clauses and other Acts. Completion. Death Duties. 





SWEET & MAXWELL, Ltp.. 3, CHANCERY LANE, Lonpon, W.C, 
LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMFFED. 
THANET HOUSE, 231-232 STRAND, LONDON, W.O. 
OPPOSITE THE LAW COURTS. 
REMOVED FROM No. 2% LINCOLN'S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ABSLIGHED 1853, 

Capital Stock ... one oes one oso £400,000 
Debenture Stock ose oat — in ..» £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 
Forms of Proposal and full information ean be obtained at the Society's Ofices. 

W. OSCAR NASA, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Percy Muscrave Cresswett SHerirr (Chief Justice, St. Lucia) 
has been appointed Chief Justice of the Bermudas. 

Mr. Henry Watrter Reece, barrister-at-law, has been appointed of 
His Majesty’s Counsel for the Island of Barbados. 

Mr. Witt1am Brake Opcers, LL.D., K.C., has been appointed Re- 
corder of Bristol, in place of the late Mr. Edward James Castle, K.C. 

Mr. Rosert Srpney Payne, M.A., of the firm of Weedon & Payne, 
of Reading, solicitors, has been appointed Coroner for Berks (Readin 
or Eastern District). Mr. Payne was admitted in 1899. He has acte 
as Deputy since 1905. 

Mr. Giupert Ranpatt Cawzey, of 12, South-square, Gray’s-inn, 
solicitor, has been appointed a Commissioner of Oaths. Mr. Cawley 
was admitted in November, 1905. 





Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolutions. 
Joun Coxsatcu CrarK and Henry Cane, solicitors (Colbatch Clark & 
Cane), Brighton. April 30. 


Cuartes Bamey Hatimey and ALEXANDER Morrison, solicitors 
(Halliley & Morrison), Bedford. March 31. (Gazette, May 3. 





General. 


It is announced that Dr. Abdul Majid, Lecturer to the Colonial 
Office on Mahomedan Law, has been elected a member of the Old 
Bailey Bar, by a large majority, on the motion of Sir Charles Mathews. 
He is stated to be the first non-European admitted to the Old Bailey 
Bar. 

The Duke of Bedford on the 2nd inst. laid the foundation-stone of 
the new Guildhall, Westminster, intended for the purposes of quarter 
sessions and county administrative work in Middlesex. It will, says 
the J'imes, be built of Portland stone in the Gothic style, will have a 
frontage of 163 ft. and be surmounted by a massive tower. The chair 
was taken by Alderman Regester, and others present were the Bishop 
of Willesden, Mr. Montagu Sharpe (chairman of quarter sessions), Mr. 
Herbert Nield, M.P., and a large number of county aldermen, coun- 
cillors, and justices. The Chairman, in asking the Duke of Bedford 
to lay the foundation-stone, said that the site of the new Guildhall 
was that of a building erected about the time of the Norman Con- 
quest, which served as a place of refuge to those who were fleeing 
from justice. It was pulled down in the 18th century, and gave place 
to the old Guildhall. Thus for the past 140 years criminals had gone 
to Westminster, not to evade justice, but to receive just reward of 
their crimes. The Duke of Bedford, who was presented with a trowel 
by the architect, Mr. James S. Gibson, and a mallet by the con- 
tractor, Mr. James Carmichael, then declared the foundation-stone well 


and truly laid. 





s will recommence in the autumn. 
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_ The death is announced of Mr. John Gray, one of the senior exam- 
iners of the Patent Office.. He was, says the J'imes, a graduate in 
science of Aberdeen University, an Associate of the Royal School of 
Mines, and an authority on electrical subjects. He entered the Patent 
Office thirty-four years ago. 

The annual report of Sir H. Maxwell Lyte, Deputy Keeper of the 
Public Records, which has just been issued, states that among the 
books and documents transferred to the Public Record Office during 
1911 are a large number of assize records from the clerks 
of assize from various circuits. The earliest are those of the South- 
Eastern Cireuit, which begin in 1559. The Foreign Office has sent 519 
volumes of archives, chiefly of the British Embassy in Berlin and 
the Legations in Munich, Stuttgart, and Guatemala. From the War 
Office came 336 volumes of Militia records from 1778 to 1909. The 
systematic calendar of the Patent, Close, Charter, Fine, and Chancery 
Rolls, the Jnquisitiones Post Mortem, various classes of State papers, 
and Treasury books are being proceeded with. 


On the 2nd inst. there was revived in the Middle Temple the 
ancient practice of holding moots in the Hall after dinner during term 
time. More than 200 years ago, says the 7'imes, the practice was com- 
mon, and formed part of the regular course of the training of a young 
barrister; but at the beginning of the 18th century it fell into 
disuse. After the evening meal, attended by members of the Society 
in Hall, the moot began. The Maéters of the Bench who took part 
in the moot were Dr. Blake Odgers, K.C., in the chair, Mr. English 
Harrison, K.C. (Chairman of the General Council of the Bar), and 
Mr. Muir Mackenzie (Official Referee). There were also present 
Mr. H. D. Greene, K.C. (ex-treasurer), Mr. Scott Fox, K.C. (Chan- 
cellor of the County Palatine of Durham), and other masters of the 
bench, and many barristers and other members of the society. The 
case propounded was one which in one form or another has agitated 
legal opinion for many years, namely, that of a passenger on a 
railway who has deposited his bag in a cloakroom, receiving a cloak 
room ticket, which is afterwards étolen, and the thief, by means of 
the stolen ticket, obtains the bag: the question being whether the 
original owner of the bag can maintain an action for the value of the 
bag against the railway company. 

The following, says the 7'imes’ Parliamentary correspondent, is the 
text. of Lord Wolmer’s Bill to enable women to become barristers, | 
solicitors, or Parliamentary agents :—(1) A woman shall not on the | 
ground of her sex alone be disqualified (a) for being called to the 
bar as a barrister; or (b) for being admitted to the roll of solicitors 
of the Supreme Court and acting as a solicitor; or (c) for being regis- 
tered as a Parliamentary agent and acting as such; or (d) for being 
admitted as a student at any Inn of Court, or entering as a candidate 
in any examination, or taking, in the like manner and on the like 
terms as a man, any other preliminary steps necessary for any of the 
purposes aforesaid; and a woman shall, on being called to the bar or 
admitted as a solicitor, or registered as a Parliamentary agent, be 
entitled to the rights of audience and to all other ancillary rights or 
privileges to which a man is in the like case entitled, and any enact- 
ment or provision of law, and any order of either House of Parlia- 
ment relating to, or to persons seeking to become barristers, solicitors, 
or Parliamentary agents shall have effect accordingly. (2) (a) This 
Act may be cited as the Legal Profession (Admission of Women) Act, 
1912. (b) This Act shall not apply to Scotland or Ireland. The Bill 
is ‘‘ backed’”’ by Mr. Lansbury, Lord R. Cecil, Mr. C. Roberts, Mr. 
J. W. Hills, and Mr. Murray Macdonald. 


The statue of Francis Bacon, which is to be erected in South- 
square, Gray's-inn, will, it is announced, be unveiled on the 27th of 
June by Mr. Balfour. The statue, which is the work of Mr. F. W. 
Pomeroy, has been previously described. The simple description on the 
front of the pedestal will, says the 7'imes, be : ‘ Francis Bacon 1560/1 
1626,"’ but on another side will be set forth the dates which mark 
his connection with the Inn : ‘‘ Admitted 1576, called to the bar 1582, 
Reader 1588, Dean of Chapel 1589, Treasurer 1608-1617."" Bacon was 
the last Treasurer of the Inn who held office for more than one 
year in succession. The date selected for the unveiling of the memorial, 
the 27th of June, is that upon which he was admitted to the Inn 
and called to the bar. Upon another side of the pedestal will be a 
list of Bacon’s principal works, ‘‘ The Essays, Instauratio Magna et 
Novum Organum, History of the Reign of Henry VII., De Dignitate 
et Augmentis Scientiarum.’’ The fourth side will recite the public 
offices held by Bacon—‘‘ M.P. for Middlesex 1593, Solicitor-General 
1607, Attorney-General 1613, Lord Keeper 1617, Lord Chancellor 1618.”’ 
It is expected that Mr. A. E. Gill, Treasurer of the Inn, will pre- 
side at the unveiling ceremony. Invitations will be sent to His 
Majesty’s judges, the representatives of other inns of court and of 
Universities, and various learned societies. After the unveiling there 
will be a garden party in Gray’s Inn-gardens, which were enclosed 
and laid out by Bacon. The Inn buildings will be thrown open for 
inspection, and, it is proposed to have an exhibition of Bacon manu- 
scripts in the hall or the library. 


On the 2nd inst., at the Central Criminal Court, Thomas Syms, 
solicitor, who pleaded ‘‘ Guilty”’ at the January sessions to the 
fraudulent conversion of a cheque for £989 received by him on behalf 
of a client, was, says the 7'imes, brought up for sentence. Mr. Justice 
Lush, addressing the . said :—Thomas Syms, you have pleaded 
guilty to a charge of having fraudulently misappropriated and con- 
verted to your own use a large sum of money—over £900. When you 
pleaded guilty. you instructed ‘your learned counsel to make a state- 





ment to the court on your behalf, and from that statement it appeared 
that you yourself had been the,dupe of designing persons who, you 
said, had obtained moneys from you by working upon your belief 
in spiritualism, and that you had handed over moneys to those people 
in the belief that they were being transmitted to the spirits of persons 
whom you had known and who died some years before. The state- 
ment was so remarkable that I postponed sentence until the matter 
involved in the charges you made had been fully investigated in order 
that you might have an opportunity of giving your evidence with 
a view to those persons being brought to justice. The matter has been 
investigated, and it is perfectly plain now from the admissions you 
yourself made that that story that you instructed your counsel to 
make was in every material particular a tissue of falsehoods and. that 
you made the charge against those persons knowing that the charge 
was unfounded, and, you supported it by false evidence in the hope 
that by putting the blame on them you yourself might be more 
leniently dealt with. It is obvious that you have done all in your 
power to make the offence to which you have pleaded guilty as bad 
as it could be, and you have aggravated it in every possible way. It 
is very painful to have to pass sentence on a man of your education 
and who has occupied the position you once occupied in your pro- 
fession as a solicitor. I cannot imagine a worse case of this kind 
than the present case, and it is impossible for me to deal in any 
way leniently with your case. I cannot pass a less sentence than that 
of five years’ penal servitude. ’ 














Rovat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without —— full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 





Matthews, & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton-street, London, W.— 
[Advt.] 








Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScorrisH TEMPERANCE Lire AssukANCE Co. (Lrmirep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reoisteans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 








Emereexcy Apprat Count Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Date. Rota. No. 2, oror. Swinvew Eapvr. 
Monday May 13 Mr Farmer Mr Leach Mr Synge Mr Greswell 
OSARY ++-e0r0e 14 Synge Goldschmidt Borrer Charch 
Wednesday ... 5 Church Borrer Beal Leach 
Thursday.. . 16 Greswell Synge Bloxan Borrer 
Friday .. 7 al Farmer Goldschmidt Synge 
Saturday 18 Bloxam Church Farmer Baal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Wanrainorox. NEVILLE. Parkes. ve. 
Monday May 13 Mr Borrer Mr Charch Mr Goldschundt Mr Bloxam 
Cuesday ......... 14 Leach Farmer — Bloxan Beal 
Wednesday...... 1 Greswell Goldschmidt Farmer Synge 
Thursday.. Beal Leach Charca Farmer 
Friday ..+/.....-. Bloxam Borrer Greswell Charch — 
Satarday ....... Synge Greswell Leach Goldsch nidt 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, May 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Liwirep 1m Caanoeey. 


BURRIDGE HANDLEY & SON, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 17, to sen? 
their names and addres es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Howar 
Bartlett Morris, Pearl bidgs, Portsmouth, liquidat r. : 

EATON & Co, LYD.—Creditors are required, on or before June8, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of thew debts or claims, to William Nicholson, 
12, Wood st, Cheapside Kexworthy & Co, Creapside, solors to the liquidator 

E. J. ADAMS, LTD.—Petn for winding up, preseated April 29, directed to be heard 
May 14. A. M. Longhurst,)2, Fenchurch bidgs, solors for the petars. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
May 13. 

F. JOHNSON & Co. (HULL), Lrp (IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).— Creditors are required, 
on or before May 26,,to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their 
debts or claim:, to’ Walter G. Hall, Union and Smiths Bank Chambers, Silver st 
Hail, liquidator. . 

GROCERS’ WHOLESALE ALLIANCE, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before June 3, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Oscar 
Berry, Monument House,Monument st. Wood & Wootton, Fish st hill, solors to the 
liquidator. 

La ica EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION) — 
Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their-names and pr OT] 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. T. McCouville, 65, London Wai, 
liquidator. - 

Laws E-tate Co, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY .LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
before June 3, to send their names and addres: and the ticulars of their debts or 
claims, to H. W. Brettell, 11, Waterloo st, Birmingham, liquidate-. 4 is 

PRADO STEAMSHIP Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or beiore June 4, to sen ,-4 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to sbaeees 
Reid, 28, Chapei st, Liverpool. Rogers & Birkett, Liverpool, solors for 
liquidator. atet 
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gicuagD Smith & Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 15, to send their 
pames and addresses, and particulars of their its or claims, to E nest Burton Wion, 
18, Bennett's hill, ag ie Pins-nt & rmingham, so ors to the liquidator. 

sou, LtpD.—Petn for winding up, presented April 29, directed to be heard May 14. 
Beardall & Co, 10, George st, Hanover sq. solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 13. 

7. J. Ropins, Ltp. (In VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION),—Creditors are required. on or before 
July 1, to send their names and addresses, and culars of their debts or claims, 
to W. C. Northcott, 6, Great Winchester st, liquidator. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 7 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Apex, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their names and 

addresser, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Edwin Smalley, 
*9, Chapel st, Preston, liquidator. 

Bawa MORENI, PETROLEUM Co, LTD.—Creditors are uired, on or before June 1, t« 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. W. 
Creasser, CityeHouse, 48, Cannon st, liquidator. 

BRITISH COLUMBIA CORPORATION LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 5, 
tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to dha Saunders Green, 70, Basinghall st. Stibbard & Co, Leadeuhall st, Solors 
for the liquidator. 

BurtisHh EMPIRE AGENCY, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before June 18, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debis or claims, to 
G. Montague White, 14, Old Jewry-chmbrs, liquidator. : 

Essequino RUBBER AND Tosacco EsTaTEs, LTD.—Petn for winding up, presented 
May 4, directed to be heard M: 21 Heywood and Kam, The Outer Temple, 
$22, Strand, solora to the petars. Notice cf appearing must reach the above named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 20. 

GENERAL ENGINEERING Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or b fore May 23, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Butterfield. 2, Darley st, Bradford, liquidator. 

GRANGE TANNERY, LTD—Pet for winding up, presented May 3, directed to be heard 
Miy 21. James & Co, 134, Fore st,'solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing must, reach 
th: above named not later than 6 w'clock in the afternoon of May 20. 

MACHIN AND WHITEHOUSE, LTD.—Petn for winding up, pr: sented May 1, directed to be 
beard at Wolverhampton, May 16. Muons & Longden, 48, Frederick's pl, (ld Jewry, 
— for Robert Wilicock, 56, Queen st, Wolverhampton, solor for the petnur. Notice 

appearing must reach Robert Wilicock not later than 6 o'clock iu the afternoon of 
i 


y 15. 

BupsER CORPORATION OF BRAZIL, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 29, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ciaims, 
to Juo. McLaren, 150, Leadenhall st, liquidator. 

SMALL HOLDINGS ASSOCIATI'N, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on ‘or 
before Jun: 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars ot their debts 
or claims, to Oscar Berry, Monument House, Monument st, liquidator. 

T. W. BARBER, LtTp.—Creditors are requested, on or before June 10, to send in their 
names, addresses, and particulars of their debts, to G. Carnaby-Harrower, Coliege Hill 

ehmbrs, Cannon st, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 3. 


GILBERT AND FIELD, LTD. 
New CROWN FIRELIGHTER .Co, LTD. 
D OFFICIALS COAL Co, Ltp. 

La Rica EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT Co, LTD. 
T. J. RoBINs, LTD. 
DurFRYN AMMAN ANTHRACITE COLLIERIES Co, LTD. 
Woop, MILES & Co, (1909) LTp. 
AIRMAILS, LTD. 
SHIP CANAL WoRKS, LTD. 
JosEPH ReBiINsON & Co, LTD. 
J. J, HARLEY, LTD. 
ARO TIN SYNDICATE, LTD. 
CWMAVON ORE BRIQUETTING Co, LTD. 
BANK OF AFRICA, LTD. 
PoWER PUBLISHING Co, LrP. 
New PRoseT SYNDICATE, LTD. 
BRITISH-BORNEO AND BURMA PETROLEUM SYNDICATE, LTD. (Reconstruction ) 
1. P. Menpoza, Lrp. 
VAaL RIVER (DROOGVELD) DIAMONDS, LTD. 

ton & Co, Ltp. 
IMPERIAL TOILET ROLL Co, Lrp. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 7. 
Taltors, Lp. 
Moore Bros. (HALIFAX), LTD. 
METAL SHOP FITTINGS MANUFACTURING Co, LTD. 
T. W. Barner, LTD. 
Horse SHogs, Lp. 
os CLiFFg Gas LIGHT AND COKE Co, LTD. 
TK SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Morvan (RHODESIA) Co, LTD. 
ORTHAMPTON PURE ICE AND COLD STORAGE Co, LTD, 
BUDKIN ENGINEERING Co, LTD. 
SIAN CoNSOLIDATED OILFIELDS, Ltp. (Reconstruction.) 
BaNa MORENI PETROLEUM Co, Ltp. (Reconstruction.) 
Timgs, Lrp. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


May 13 and July.—Messrs. Deiver, Jowas & Co: Estates, &c. adverti t 
a April 6 and 13, and back page this week). at ee 
y 14.—Mr. Wu. Hoveurton, at the Ma : ise- 
= i this necnt ° rt, at 2: Freehold Land (see advertise 
15.—Meesrs. Dantzt Saurra, Sov, & Oaxirr, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Town 
Propert es, Agricultural Grouud Rents, vercise. 
uM sand act ioe ay ts, &c. (see advertisewent, page iti, 
5.—Mesers. T. 
a Aye, os ROLLOPE, at the Mart, Freehold Estate (see advertisement, 
15.—Messrs. Epwix Fox, Boverrzcy, Buenerrs & Bappever, at the Mart: Free- 
bola Land (see adveriisement, back page, May 4). 
16.—Mesers. H. EB. Fosrzr & Cuanriecp, at the Mart, at 2: Tithe Rent Charge, 
— = = a &o. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
Mr, Wu. Hoventon, at Bri $ ise- 
mene ill thie week ,» &t Brighton, at 3: Freehold Mansion (see advertise 





May 20.—Me-srs. Tuckxetr & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, back page, May 4). 

May 20.—Messers, Jowzs, Lana & Co.,at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rent (see 
advertisement. back paga, Mav 4). 

May 21.—Mersrs. Bropir, Tiuas & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold 
Properties (see advertisement, page iii this week). 

May 22.— Messrs. Dovatas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
(see advertisement, back page, May 4). 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
Lond sn Gazette.—Frway, May 3. 
Bats, Antuve Joserx, Chorley Wood, Herts, Builder May 31 Guy v Bates, Eve, J 
Lomas, Rickmansworth 
London Gazette.—Tvusspar, May 7. 


Evans, Hewry Bra. Blockley, Worcester, Pianoforte Manufacturer June 12 Metro- 
litan Bank of England and Wales, Lid v Evans, Swinfen Eady and Neville, JJ 
arkes, Moreton-in-Marsh, Gloucester ; : 
Suir, Faepeeick, Barnes, Surrey May 28 Smith and Others v Smith, Warrington, J 
Henry Clarkson & Son, Ironmonger In 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 3. 


BAINES, RICHARD, Rhosllanerchrugog, Denbigh, Labourer June1l Hopley Pierce & Bird, 
Wrexham 

BERE, CAROLINE MATILDA, West Monkton, Somerset Junel J H& F W Bere, Weston- 
super- Mare 

BLACERT, MARy JANE, Liverpool, May 31 Smith & Son, Liverpool 

BROWN, GEORGE, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Saddler June 9 Wade & Kisdell, Hurstpier- 
po'n', Sussex 

BUCKLEY, Jane, St. Albans, Herts May 31 Capron & Co, Savile pl, Conduit st 

BURROW, BENJAMIN, Wedmore, Somerset, Yeoman May 31 Burrough & Crowder, 
Wedmore 

BUSH, WILLIAM, Calne, Wilts Jane 10 Spackman, Calne 

CAULCUTT, CHARLOTTE, Pulloxhill, Bedford May 18 Sharman & Trethewy, Ampthill 

CHRISTOPHERSON, THOMAS, Newton in Cartmell, Lancs May 20 Tyson, Dalton in 
Furness 

CLAPP, THOMAS HENRY, Herne Bay, Kent Junel4 Simpson & Co, Southwark st 

DAWSON, BENJAMIN, Shipley, Yorks Junel Atkinson, Shipley 

Drakk, JOHN, Blavkpool May 31 Kay, Blackpool 

VANS, Davip Cardiff, Boot D-aler May 381 wavid & Evans, Cardiff 
va ER ~ Lucy, Lower Weston, nr Ross, Hereford Juse1 Humfrys & Symonds, 
er-for 

DE ~~ E, ESTHRR SARAH, Lutterworth, Leicester June 12 Parsons & Squire, 
Leicester 

FREEBORN, GEORGE HENRY, Chorlton on Medlock, Mavchester June1 Broadsmith & 
Son, Machester 

GERMAN, GEORGE ASHER, Carlton rd, Kentish Town June 24 Hubbard, Bloomsbury sq 

HALFORD, Dame ISMENA. Bath May 31 Macdonald & Longrigg, Bath 

HELLESN, SARAH ANN, Easthorpe, Essex May 14 Prior, Colchester 

HOARE, MARGARITA JOANNA, Dawlisn, Devon May 81 T dy & Tidy, Sackville st 

Hows#, JAMES, Surbiton Hill, Surrey June 4 Sherwood & Co, Kingston on Thames 

HORNBY, ELIZABETH KENNEDY, Leyton, Essex May 30 Freeman & Brindley, Leyton 

ex 

HORNBY, SAMUEL JOHN, Brighton May 30 Freeman & Brindley, Leyton, Essex 

Hvupson, MARY, Bristol May 30 Wansbroughs & Co, Bristol 

JaCKSON, MARY ANN, Southport May 20 Tyson, Dalton in Furness 

KyNnaston, EMMA, Yew Tree Cottage, Brown Heath, Loppington, Salop June 4 
Lucas & Co, Wem, Salo 

LEFIWICH, WILLIAM, Denelagtes Park, rd, West Hampstead May 31 Justice & 
Pattenden, Bernard st. Russell sq 

LEITR, EvA PINTO, Teddington May 31 Goddard, Clement's inn, Strand 

LESMOND, Mary, Hove, Sussex June 7 Marsden & Co, Henrietta st, Cavendish eq 

LIPPARD, WILLIAM HENRY, Lee, Kent, Licensed Victualler June6 Watkins, basing- 


st 
LUCKSFORD, JANE, Tonbridge, Kent Junel Freer & Brown, Tonbridge 
MABsORAM, JAMES ALBERT, Lowestoft, Bverhouse Keeper June 8 Holt & Taylor 
ywestoft ® 

MARSHALL, WILLIAM, Princes sq, Bayswater Juve 3 Carter & Barber, Eldon st 

MELLING, KATE, Liverpool, Tobacconist June 15 Layton & Co Liverpool 

MELLUISH, CHRISTOPHER BIRMINGHAM, Lordship ter, Stuke Newington May 25 Star- 
ling & Wright, Gray's inn sq 

MorGAN, Jos, Whitchurch, Glam, Coal Exporter June 15 Fisher, Cardiff 

MORTIMER, JOHN, Greenheys, Manchester June2t Tallent-Bat & Co, 

ODELL, JoHN GREGORY, Northampton May 18 Becke & Co, Northampton 

RAPHAEL, WILLIAM GEORGE, Connaught pl May 31 Dawes & Sons, Birchin In 

RICE, — WILLIAM, Southfields, Surrey, Licensed Victualler May 31 Eland, Fins- 

ury pymt 

RUTLAND, STEPHEN, High rd, Balham June 14 Marshall & Liddle, Croydon : 

SHRUBB, SIBYLLA MARY LANE, Boldre Grange, nr Lymington, Hants Juvel Witham 
& Co, Gray's inn sq 

Sims, JosePH JOHN, Lett rd, Stratford, Beerhouse Keeper June 6 Blunt & Co, 
Gresham st ° 

SOLOMON, ALICE EmILy, Cromwell rd, South Kensington May 29 Pumfrey & Son, 


Mt hest. 





Paternoster row 
SURTEES, THOMAS SMART, North Shields, Registrar of Births Junel Brown & Holliday, 
North Shields 
Tims, ANN, Ashby de la Zouch, Leicester May i8 Timms, Swadlinc te 
Twort, LEONARD, Southborough, Kent, Farmer Junel Freer & Bro«n, Tonbridge 
VINING, EMMA, Freshford, Somerset May 31 Houlditch & Anstey, Exeter 
WALLS, ICHARD, Harewvod, Y rks June 1 Titley & Paver-Crow, Harrogate 
WaTSON, HENRY, N rwich June 5 Blyth, Norw.ch 
WEBSTER, CHARLES, Rushbury, Salop June 30 Ca:rane & Shawcross, Wellington 
WILLIAMS, JOHN MOS&LEY, Scarborouzh June 15 Doyle & Co, Manchester 
WOOD, ALICE, Leeds June 8 Piercy, Leeds 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, May 7. 


AIREDALE, Right Hon James Baron, Gledhow, Yorks June 30 North & Sons, 
eis 

ALLEN, SAMUEL, Birmingham, Manufacturer June3 Thomas & Co, Birmingham 

BAKER, ANN, Wolverhampton June10 Taylor & Co, New Broad st 

BATLEY, ELIZABETH, May 31 Simpson & Co, Leeds 


BEGGILD, SARAH ANN, Torpoint, Cornwall June 4 Johnson, North Shields 
BoDENHAM, JAMES, Weston super Mare June 15 Ford, Weston super Mare 
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Boon, THOMAS, 


Market 


BRADLEY, GEORGINA LAVINIA. Liverpool July 1 
BROWN, GEORGE RopN&Y, Cheltenham June 24 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
CANS, MARIA, Plymouth July 1 
GouPLAND, WILLIAM MAcMurpo Duncan, Cotebrook, nr Tarporley, Chester 
Cooke & Sons, Winsford, Cheshire 
Day, WILLIAM, Royal 
Southampton 
DELEDICQUE, PAUL, Lille, Frince June 3 Tipp*tts, Maiden In 
DgvoIL, WALTER, Widford, Herts, Groc r June 24 Richardson & Co,Much Badham, 


Herts 


DICKINSON, ABEL, Fowell st, Notting Hil! 
EsH, SARAH JANE, Scarhorough June l 

FULLEYLOVE, JosEPH, Cook's Farm, nr Rugby 
GROSSMITH, GEORGE, Folkestone June 20 
Harris, HeERpERT WALTER, Ash rd, Stratford, Solicitor June9 Hall, Wolverhamp- 


ton 


HvueGHes, ANNE, 
Hutton, EDWARD, Headinely, Leeds 
Hourron, MARy, 
CHARLES, 
Penistone, nr Sheffield 


ILLINGWORTH, 


Tottenhil!, Norfolk Butcher May 17 Reed & Wayman, Downham | NEVILLE, om, Peas WILLIAM Comms, Marton Vicarage, mr Rugby June24 Leefe & 
Leefe Quality ct, Chanbery !n 


Gard, Devonport 
July 1 


| 
Palace Hotel, Keisington June 1 Page & Gulliford, Fleet st 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Fraser & Son, Dean st, Soho 


io 7 R-ddish, Rugby 
Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 


June oa 
Wood, 


Walbrook 


Ty ne 
Llanddeiniolen, Carnarvon June 22 Jones, Bangor 
June 7 Lumb, Leeds 
Headingley, Leeds June7 Lumb, Leeds 
Stocksbridge, Sheffield July 7 


Buzzard 


WILLs, CHARLES JAMES, Hove, Sussex Junel0 Reoks & Co, 


Premner & Co, Liverpool Nrxon, Dororay, Carlisle June 15 ” slander, Godliman st 
NORRISH, JANE, Heavitree, Devon June 8 Symes, Crediton 

ODEVAINE, CHARLES J D, Rathgar, Dublin June5 Purcell, 58 

PALMER, ANNIE, Winchester June6 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 

PARTRIDGE, JOSEPH FREDERICK, London st, Paddington Jane 6 Wastell & Ruddock 


. Dame st, Dublin 


PERRIMAN, GILES, Newtown, Bristol, Coach Body Maker May 31 Watson, Bristol 
PERRIN, JOHN, Denton, nr Manchester,Grocer June1 Smith & Sons, Hyde, Cheshire 
PRTHARD, GEORGE, Wickhamford, Worcester June 10 Byrch & Co, Evesham 
PRESTON, ANNE, Highburycres June8 Oldfields, Walbrook 

REDDING, ANNIE MARIA, Middlesex County Asylum, Wandsworth June10 Jeboult 


RoGers, ANNIE Caerleon, Mon May 31 Lewis, Newport, Mon 
SADLER, JOHN, Derby, Accountant May 31 
| Scort, JoHN DAVID, Rustington, Sussex June 10 Brumell A Sample, Newcastle upon, 
| 


E:didowes, Derby 


| sxmnonn, FREDERIC, Hitchin, Herts June 12 Fox & Preece, Dean's yard, Wes‘ minster 
SIMPSON, CHARLOTTE MARIA, Linsdale, Bucks June 24 Pettit & Co, Leighton 


Dransfield & Hodgkinson, | SrepHENS, MARY, East Looe, Cornwall July 1 Gard, Devonport 
TAYLOR, HENRY JAMES, Avonmore rd, Kensington June 8 Taylor & Co, Gresham st 
| TAYLOR, WILLIAM FERGUS, Huddersfield, Rug Manufacturer May25 Armitage & Co, 


ing st, Cheapside 


JENKING, Sir JAMES, KCB, MD, Mannamead, Plymouth July 1 Elworthy & Co, 
Plymouth Huddersfield 
LEACH, FRANCIS, Cullompton, Devon, Engineer June 24 Miller, Cullompton, Devon THOMAS, JOHN FREETH, Birmingham, Brassfounder June3 Thomas & Co, Birmingham 
LICHTENSERG, Captain JoHN WILLS, DSO, 18th Hussars June 17 Farish & Co, | Toomas. MARY LOUISA Grove park, Denmark hill June 5 Durrant & Co, Gracechurch st 
Worcester Hou-e, Walbrook | THorP, THOMAS CHARLES, Fore st, Wholesale Haberdasher July 1 East, Basingha!! st 
MARSH, WILLIAM CLARK. Westo'iffon Sea June 15 Mu dell, Godliman st | TUPHOLME, Rev BENJAMIN SEYMOUR, Ealing June 10 Jeboult, Wal brook 
MARSON, ALFRED, Wembley, Middlx July 11 Woolley & Whitfield, Great Win- | VAUGHAN, HENRY, Newport May 31 Lewis, New . Mon 
chester st | WAGNER, "HENRY, East Ham, Essex June7 Liddle & ‘Liddle. Great Tower st 
MILLNER, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler June 3 Thomas & Co, Br- | WARD, JOHN, J.P., Farningham, Kent June 20 Routh & Co, Southampton st 
mingham | WILLIAMSON, EMMA, Haworth, Yorks May 31 Wright & Wright, Keighley 


Moss, JANE, Ox 


At.ex, Ricsarp Wriitiam, Harley st 
April12 Ord April 30 

Arkxinsow, ALneat Gronce Hesvey, Middlesbrough, Grocer, 
Middlesbrough Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Bracewatt, Henry, Manchester Manchester Pet April 13 


Ord April 30 
Baipors, 


High Court 
Burores, Josera, 


Chester Pet May 1 
Busnes, Asean. -y~ oe Publican Birmingham 
Pet April 15 Ord April 3 
CaNNiInaTos, ~~~" = James's st High Court Pet 


Gray's Ino 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FaiDAY, May 3. 


C, Hart st, Bloomsbury, Hotel Valuer High 
Court Pet Feb 20 Ord April 30 
Baowne, Ovrven Greoroe, Alderman’s House, Bishop gate 


ford garlens, Notting Hill June 3 Rubinstein & Co, Raymond bidgs, 














Mott, 
High Court Pet Feb19 Ord May1 
Moyse, Fraevericx, Rochester, Cart Builder Rochester 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
| Parry, Wittram Henry, ee Derby, Groom Derby 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
Paywe, E B, Birmingham, Patent Agent Birmingham Pet 
April 15 Ord May 1 
Pearsox, ARTHUR, Ramsdale House, nr A'nold, Notts 
Farmer Nottingham Pet April29 Ord April 29 
Pocock, Erxwest WiLtiam, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, Clothier 
High Court Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
| Rawtine, Samcert, Bradford, Commission Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
Resp, Percy Avsgrt, Lianfair Caereinion, Montgomery, 
| Grocer Newtown Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
Sewer, Artacr Victor Wiiwiasm, Frithville gdos, Shep- 
herd’s Bush, Veterinary Surgeon High Court Pet 
Mar 21 Ord April 29 
Suira, Witttam Bryast, Watford, + Ironmonger St 
Albans Pet May 1 Ord May 1 
8oLomor, Sout, Commercial st, r yey ae Merchant 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
High Court Pet | 


Pet Mar 6 Ord April 30 
Broxton, Chester, Licensed Victualler 
Ord May 1 


Mar 26 Ord Apri 
Cuenerr, maa Stourbridge, Worcester, Plumber | High Court Pet April 39 Ord April 
Stourbridge Pet April 29 Ord April 29 Sraraam, Harry, Birmi rm Butcher " Sheen 


Coz, Jouw Wiittam, Shildon, Durham, Farmer Newcastle 


upon Tyne 


Dart, Joun, Nuneaton, Fishmonger 
29 Ord April 29 

Dasawoop, Faaxx pve Covrcy, George st, Euston High 
Court Pet Mar 9 Ord April 30 

Exiis, Wict1am James, Leeds, Plumber Leeds 
30 Ord April 30 

Gusparit, Tuomas Lawaence, Barnsley, Yorks, Colliery 
Clerk Barnsley Pet May 1 

Havwtiwet, Euua, 8t Anne's on the Sea, Lancs Preston 
Pet April 13 

Haraison, Hervert, Bournville, Worcester, Picture and 
Cabinet Moulding Manufacturer 
April 29 Ord — 29 

Houmeneey, Eanest 


Pet April 29 

Juanes, Faawx, 
May 1 

Lapois, Haagais 


Vet April 29 | 
Laytanp, Atrrep, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancs, Newsagent 

Wigan Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Meyer, Heamanw Lean Haney, 


Dealer Poole Pet Mayl Ord Mayl- .- 
Mipotstow, Joy, jun, Birmingham, Elec'ro Plate | Cottixson, Witttam Boots, Manchester, Manufacturer's 
Manufacturer Birmingham Pet April 12 Ord April 29 | Agent Manchester Pet Aprilll Ord April 26 


Pet Bx 18 Ord April 29 
ae | -y* Gopwis, Bristol Bristol Pet April 13 


ean —— Witt Jony, Sprowston, Norwich, 
Commercial Clerk Norwich Pet April 29 Ord April 
29 


Wattor, Wares, Tipton, =, Licensed Victualler 
Dudley Pet May 1 Ord May 

Ware, Asset, Clyst Hydon, 
Pet April 3) Ord April 30 

Watkins, Farpeaicx Davip, Birgoed, Glam, Builder 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet April 29 Ord April 29 


Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
wentry Pet April 


Pet April 


es Butcher Exeter 
Ord May 1 


Ord April 30 


Pet | WATKiNs, Jon, 
Cardiff Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

fantix, York, General Draper York | Warrmore, Josxrs, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet April 

Ord April! 29 ; | 29 Ord April 29 

Bristol, Hairdresser Bristol Pet May 1 | Wuirraxer. Atrarp, Wednesbury, Staffs, Botehers’ Out- 

| fitter Walsall Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Wvoexer, Caet, and Rosert A.seat, Aldersgate st, Mer- 
chants High Court Pet May! Ord May 1 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 30, 


Birmingham 


Manchester, Cabinet Maker Manchester 


Ord April 29 


Bournemouth, Provision 


Watrter, Lucerne chmbrs, The Mal', Kensington | 


Lianharry, Glam, Licensed Victualler | 


Wyarr Litiig, Park st Junel0 Cave & Co, Hatton gdn 





FIRST MEETINGS. 


Attex, Ricaarp Witi1am, Harley st May l4at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Birp, —- Jounson, Leicester, en Date May ll at 
11.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leiceste 

Borsover, Witiiam, Barnston, Ch ester, Agee May 14 at 
11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Bainess, H C, Hart 'st, Bloomsbury, Hotel Valuer May 13 
atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Baowss, Otiver Gronce, ‘sMiemnen's Hous » Bichepegete 
May 13 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st 

Cayninetos, Antraur, St James’s st, Westminster May 
14atll Bankruptcy st 

Craze, Coaaies Epwarp, Totteridge, Herts, Farmer May 
léat3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Dart, sat Nuneaton, Fishmonger May 13 at 12 Of 
Ree, 8, High st, Coventry 

Dasuwoop, Fraxk De Courcy, George st, Euston May 13 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Exuis, Wituram James, Leeds, Plumber May i3atli Of 
Rec, 24, , Leeds 


ec, 

Fes Wick, Witurax Fenwick, Lebanon rd, West Hill, 

Wi Cc cial Traveller May 13 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

= * Euizanern, Tuxford, Notts _ = 14 at 12.30 Of 

Rec, 10, Bank st , Lincoln 
Hompurey, Eanest Martin, York, General Draper Ma 
ee: Off Bec, The Red House, Duncombe pL 


| Lapprx, Hara, Manchester, Cabinet Maker May 11 at 
11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Mary's chr, Gre Baker May 11 at 
’s _ Great Grimsby 








Marugs, James, Mableth 
11 Off Rec, 8t Mary 

| Mott, Watrer, Lucerne chmbrs, The Mall, Kensington 
May l4at 1 Bankruptcy tia, ie 

Parey, Witttam Heway, Draycott, oy Groom May 13 
at B as Off Reo, 5, Victoria bidgs, London sd, 


roby 
Pococs, Kaxest Witu1am, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, Clothier 
May 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Rawttxe, Sauvet, Bradfo n  — cee 
May llatil Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradfo 
Riepex, Epwarp Joun, Canterbury, Dealer Say 11 at 11 
Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 
Rocag, Tuomas Francis. Ki on Themer, Surgeon 
May 13 at 11.30 182, York rd, W caeinenar Bridge rd 
Sewatt, Artaue Victor Witiam, Frithville gdns, Shep- 
} herd’s Bush, Veterinary Surgeon May 15 at 12 Bank- 
aa bldga, Carey st 
——s Pexoy, Louth, Baker May 11 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

















THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 





FUND, LIMITED, 


MoOoOc”cRGATHE 
ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


Lr, DomDos . 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 

Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be seat 
on epplicatjon. 
The Corporation has extended its operations, and, in addition to Licenses Insurance, now covers 


risks In connection with :—Fire, Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s Compensation, 





Fidelity Cuarantee, Third Party, eto., under a perfected Pooling system of Insurance. 





APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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LAW FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 14, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 


BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the F idelity 
—_—_————— Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Fire. 
Domestic Servants. 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esc.. 


ROMER WILLIAMS, 


one FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’ 's Inn Fields, 
ouse, Plymouth. 
re URCH Bea. & Fo ), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
urch, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row.| RONALD PEAKE, F 
Anan Mie. (Pe » Craig's Court, Charing Cross. Eu, 
a “ oo ). Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate,| J. E. 7 RIDER taht 


. BEWES, a (Bewes & 2 ee 8 
% ra CHOLMELEY, Esq. ( 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHUR 
F. E. BE. FAREBR 
HENRY LEFEVRE 


ow Ghat ae ee an tetas GEORGE L. STEWART, Eeq. 
RAHA wrence, Graham ° in’ rR 7 
. T. HALLOWES, Esq. (Hallowes & rote Bedford Ri 

Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. R, W. TWEEDIE, Eeq. (A. F 


IDWiN HART 
E.CARLETON | works satin Eon of 
FRANCI 


HARRY y wie 
DILLON R. L. LO 


FREDERICK orn 2 AN, Esq. ( 


on the most favourable terms. 


Forms and juli information may be had at the Society’s 


Personal Accident and Disease. 


leton Holmes, Son,& Fell), Bedford Row. 
Gwynne James & Son), Heref ord. 

ton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 
4° & + . a Gardens. 
& Morgan), Somerset Street. 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 

This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional ex 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT IS ABLE 
business It enjoys the nigbost reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingeeu, and the security 








Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. Workmen's Compensation, including 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. Third Party. Plate Glass. 
DIRECTORS— 


Westminster. 


pA Ll DOUGLAS PE 
RAWLE. 








oflered to the Pelicy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the a Insurance Companies. 


J.P., Chatrman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Parker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 
Esq., D.L., z. P, Vice- Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 
Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 


WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great es Btreet. 
(Peake, Bird, Collins & vai}: Bedford Row. 
zon. (Morrell, Fon - Peel 


Oxford. 


(Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 


4 om sate & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. 


Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street. 
J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, _ 73% 7 & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E, C. WHITE. 


ye of the requirements of, the Legal Profession 
O OFFER SPECIAL PACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 


INVITES 


Prospectuses and Proposal 








Surru, Cuantes H, Banbury, Oxford, Clothier May 14 at 
12 1, st Aldate’s, Oxford 

Sovemox, Sout, Commercial st, <a yt a Merehant 
May 15 at 11,30 Baakruptcy bidgs Carey st 

Tarron, Crit, Torquay May 14 at 11 Off Rec, 9, Bed- 
ford circus, Exeter 


ar Samust, Nottingham, Asphalter May 11 at 11 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pi, Nottingham 

Wane, Avent Clyst Hydon, Davon, Butcher May 17 at 
8,30 Of Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

alg Joszrs, Leicester, Joiner May ll at 12 Off 

1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Warrraxee, Atrasp, Wednesb taffs, 
fitter Mayl4ati2 Of Ree, ae 

Woaxeer, Cart,and Roseat Atsert, Aldersgate st, Mer- 
chants May 16at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Varey st 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arxivsov, Atsert Georce Hexspex, Midd'esbreugh, 
Grocer Middlesbrough Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Botsover, Wii.iam, Barnston, Cheater, Agent Birxenhead 
Pet April 4 Ord April 30 

Bunorss, Joszra, Broxton, Guam, Licensed Victualler 
Chester Pet May 1 Ord May 

Busuert, Avsert, Birmingham, Seatienn Birmiogham 
Pet April 15 Ord May 1 

Cusxett, Epwarp, Stourbridge, vm ry 
Stourbridge Pet April 29 Ord April 29 


Rutch 


> Oat- 





Plumber 


Caware, Henry, and James Cawsen, Fradley Junction, nr 
Lichfield, Staffs, Farmers Walsall Pet April19 Ord 
April 30 

Coxz,'Jonx Witt, Shildon, Darhim, Farmer Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Dart, Jouw, Nuneaton, Fishmonger Coventry Pet April 
29 Ord April 29 

Exuis, Wittiam James, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet April 
30 Ord April 30 

Guevaitt, Taomas Lawrence, + ee Colliery Clerk 
Barnsley Pet May1 Ord May 

Hamittoy, Epwarp, Aldersgate st Riek Court Pet Sept 
14 Ord April 30 

Hagrisox, Heasert, Bournvi'le, Worcester, Picture and 
Cabinet Moulding Manaufacturer Birmi:gham Pet 
April 29 Ord April 30 

Hompaeey, Ernest Martin, York, General Draper York 
Pet April29 Ord April 29 

Jevxtx, Hersert James, Newquay, Cornwall, Contractor 
Truro Pet Feb 29 Ord April 27 

Lappix, Harais, Newton Heath, Manchester, Cabinet 
Maker Manchester Pet April29 Ord April 29 

Lewy, Marcus Turopore, Morning In, Hackney, Boot 
Manufacturer HighCourt Pet Mar2l Ord May 1 

Leytaxp, Atrraep, Ashton-in-Makerfield, Lancs, News- 
agent Wigan Pet April 30 O:d April 30 

Maartis, Gustav Lewis, Mitcham . Tooting, Baker High 
Court Pet Mar15 Ord May 1 








The 
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203rd Year of the Office. 

















Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, 
4. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 





] N Heap Orricr: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
WORKEMEN’S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE 
BURGLARY, 

PLATE GLASS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
w.c, 








Maveuay, Epwaarp, Gateshead, Innkeeper Newcast 
upon Tyne Pet April 20 Ord Apri’ 29 

Meyer, Hermann Lean Harry, Bournemouth, Provicion 
Dealer Poole Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

Micuet, | age aie 3 rd, Leyton, Baker High Court 
Pet Mar 1 

MippveToy, phe jun, Birmingham, Electro-Plate Manu- 
facturer Birmingham Pet Aprill2 Ord May 1 

Moyse, F Rochest Kent, 
Rochester Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Nicsoras, Bexsamin, and Witi1am Nionovas, Pontardulais, 
Glam, Builders Swansea Pet Mar 1 Ord May 1 

Parry, WittiamM Henny, Draycott, Derby,Groom Derby 
Pet April 29 Oxd April 29 

Pearsoy, *Arrave, Ramsdale House, nr Arnold, Notts, 
Farmer Nottingham Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Rawtiixe, Samurt, Bradford, Commission Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Reep, Percy Apert, Lianfair, Caereinion, Montgomery, 
Grocer Newtowao Pet Aprilz9 Ord April 79 

Kocur, Tuomas Francis, Kingston on Thames, Surgeon 
Kingston, Surrey Pet April 22 Ord April 29 

Ssrra, Witt1am Bayant, Watford, Herts, Ironmonger St 
Albans Pet May 1 Ord May1 

Sotomon, Sout, Commercial st, Spitalfielde, Fur Merchant 
High Court Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Sraraam, Haray, Birmingham. Butcher Birmingham 
Pet April 18 Ord May 1 

Stone, Witt1aM Letan James Henay, Ilford, Essex, Private 
Secretary Chelmsford Pet Feb 26 Ord April 30 


Taytor, Cyait, Torquay Exeter Pet Mar 19 Ord April 
30 





Cart Builder 


Turneowt, Joux, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Grocer 
Middiesbrough Pet April 13 Ord April 29 

Tyaertt, Henry Wittiam Jonx, Sprowston, Norwich, 
Commercial Clerk Norwich Pet April29 Ore April 
29 

Wavxer, Jaues, Southend on Sea, Export Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec 20 Ord April 27 

Watrtos, Watrer, Tipton, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Dudiey Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

Wars, Arseeat, Clyst atom, Devon, Butcher Exeter 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Watkins, Farperick Davin, Ba Glam, Builder 
“Merthyr Tydfil Pet April 29 pe 29 

Warkixs, . 1" Glam,’ Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff April 29 Ord April 29 


Wuitmors, Pesecion Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet April 
29 Ord April 29 








gto THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. May 11, ror2. 





Warttarer, Atrazp, Wednesbury, Staffs, Butcher's Out- 
diter “Waleail’ Pot April 90° Ord Apel 29 ‘EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY | UNSUCCESSFUL GANDIDATES 
Weaxen, Cant, and Roseat Arent, Aldersgate st, Mer- INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. AT 
chants High Court Pet May1 Ord May 1 10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. ; = 
Amended Notice substituted for that published fa the |. _ 2STABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. SOLICITORS EXAMINATIONS 
London Gazette of Nov 28, 1911 Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- . 
4 perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or should write to the 


Fox-Pitt, 8t Gronos Wiittam Laws, Glebe pl, Chelsea 
High Court Pet Ang 16 : LOANS granted thereon. LON 
igh Cou et Ang Ord Nov 24 Interest on Loans mau be Capitalized. — SoHo. “4 haw, 
C. H. CLAYTON,) Joint & 5°, ry Lane, W.C., 
F. H. CLAYTON, | Secretaries. for particulars of 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTp.| SPECIAL REVISION COURSES 


ESTABLISHED 1823, at low fees. 


5 Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, i P 
fy A PL E Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances Also Bar and University Exams. 
on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest Prospectus and full particulars from 


or by way of deferred charge. Options for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. W. H. SANDERS, Solicitor, 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, &764,825. Secret 
TY Q 4 FY 30, Coleman S&t., London, E.C. en ee 
PO LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LIVER OL MORTGAGE LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
C AR 4 ET S INSURANCE CO., LIMITED, OFFICE:—No. 190, CHANCERY LANE, FLERT 
6, CASTLE STREET, LIVERPOOL. | __578E®T, LONDON. ; 
tent hh ENRY GREEN Advertisement nt. 
Subsoribed Capital - £250,000 H to direct the attention of mame 
H E fi t po vantages of his long experience of upw: 
nes Mortgages, Bonds, Debentures, Deposit Receipts, Loans on | Sfty years in the special insertion of all pro forma notices 
llect i on in Reversieas and other Secertiies lasared. Guarantee Fidelity. a Rng BF yy io Woattore sal 
co Acts as Executors an ees either solely or jointly. Disseintions ef F rabip, with Des 
the world. 4,000 Telephone: 602 Holborn. File of “London Gazette” kept for free reference. By 


always in EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT | ——— 
l ys stock | FOUNDED IN THE REIGN oy WrutaM & Many, 1689 UNARTICLED CLERKS 


at the lowest 
sesiible prices a. Raden? cama Who desire to improve their position 
. should write for useful and interesting 
Write for Quotations DRESS SUITS (Special Materials), free ‘‘Guide to the Law Clerks’ 
Certificate,’’ to— 


MAPLE & 60 SOLICITORS’ GOWNS | « iresnoens, to, 80 LONDON SCHOOL 


‘ loitor, Secretary 
LEV&E SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. @ 548, ans & Cee Coe 


LTD | ys : : - 
| Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
. AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
eae one | CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. | ea re can oa touan cr aot 


Paris Buenos Aires 93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
myrna 
: Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


BY AUTHORITY. | PAPER—Foolscap, 14. per sheet Draft, 4d. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.0, 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 


PRIVATE | shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 
NURSING HOME | tuts: csrccss: pnmvons, tcc nerve aa | (1 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed and ted. 
For those suffering with any Solicitors’ Account Books. 


NERVE TROUBLE, (RICHARD FLINT & CO., ahi Serves 


0 edi i visiv Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
CaN eee a 2, SERJEANTS' INN, FLEET STREET, sg 
LONDON, E.C. ‘s. 
HIGHLY RECOMMENDED, Phar a 
Hire 10/- Month, 27/6 


MEDICAL MEN IN ATTENDANCE, Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. Quarter.  Deducted if 


Terms, 2 GUINEAS PER WEEK UPWARDS. bought. 
ERM GUINEAS PER WEEK UPWARI ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, | 
Apply Marnox, “White Hall” South Norwood Hl’ 8. — pee et a {_TAYL OR’ 0 D. 
an . 
BRAND’S FETTER LANA LouDod. KO. | (Dept. Solr.) 74, Chancery London. ] 


Al THE LAW ASSOCIATION. 


S O U P S For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis and Vicinity. 
® GQNGTITUTED 1817.) 


































































































THe NINETY-FIFTH ANNUAL GENERAL CouRT will be held at the Law Socrety’s Hatt 
Of all Descriptions. on THURSDAY, the 30TH day of May, 1912. 
Finest Quality only. AGENDA, 


To receive from the Board of Directors a Report ani Statement of AccOunts for the past year. 

To elect Officers for the ensuing year. 

To receive the Report of the Special Rules Committee appointed by the Annual General Court on 

BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W the sist May, 1911, recommending certain alterations of the Laws and Regulations of the 

- - Associa’ —— a i+ its —— . of the ‘ cial year 

- . ‘© consider a Motion by Mr. Toovey that as from the commencement next finan 

ADAME TUSSAUD’S, Baker-street non-members’ cases may be relieved out of the nett income of the Association for the current 
Station.— Priceless collections of Napoleonic and financial year only, and that the total of suoh relief shall not in any such year exceed the sum 


Sold everywhere. 





Republican Period, Uniqae Historical Mementos, Rare of £600 or £20 for any one case and that all necessary alterations to carry this resolution into 
Works of Art, Portrait Models of Celebrities, Realistic effect be made in the Rules and Regulations of the Association ; and on general business. 
Tabiesux. Madame Tussaud’s Full Band. Free Cine- The chair to be taken at 2 o'clock precisely, 

gS Performances. A 3 ls,; child By order of the Board, 

under 12, Sixpence. Delightful masic all day, 8, Gray’s Inn P.ace, W.C. EB. EVELYN BARRON, Secretary. 























